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PKEFACE 



TN this small book I publish four lectures which 
-^ I was invited to give in a course of "advanced 
lectures in theology" at the University of London, 
March, 1913. The lectures were for the most part 
originally written in German. I translated them with 
the kind assistance of Miss Ida Southhall, M.A., of 
Birmingham, then a guest at my house. But it is not 
she alone to whom I am indebted. I have also to thank 
my dear host during my stay in London, Professor 
H, J. White, who read two of my lectures before I 
gave them, and the corrector of the Cambridge 
University Press and two of our American students, 
Mr H. Harper, BA., of Avalan (U.S.A), and Mr 
Charles Baillie, B.D., of Picton (Canada), whose kind 
suggestions I often utilised in reading the proofs. 
However, I beg my readers to put it to my account, 
that in spite of all these friendly helpers, the German 
author very often reveals himself 

Li quoting Nestorius' "Book of Heraclides" I have 
given the pages both of the Syriac text and of Nau's 
French translation — ^not in order to raise in my reader's 
mind the idea that I made use of the Syriac text. 



Digitized 



by Google 



VI PREFACE 

Having forgotten nearly all I once knew of Syriac, 
I examined the Sjriac text with the help of various 
Mends only in a very few places, and I realize how 
much the ordinary use of the French translation alone 
is to be regarded as a defect in my lectures. I have 
quoted the numbers of the pages of the original Sjrriac 
text, as given by Nau, only in order that in this way 
the places where the quotations are to be found may be 
more accurately indicated than by merely quoting the 
pages of Nau' s translation. 

Since this book went to press I have made the 
acquaintance of a lecture by Dr Junglas, a Roman- 
Catholic scholar, entitled Die Irrlehre des Neatorius 
(Trier, 1912, 29 pages), and of the interesting chapters 
on "the tragedy of Nestorius" and "the council of 
Chalcedon" in L. Duchesne's Histoire andenne de 
Vilgliae (tom. ill, Paris, 1911, pp. 313-388 and 389- 
454). The latter makes little use of the newly 
discovered Liber Heraclidis and does not give much 
detail about the teaching of Nestoriua Nevertheless 
I regret very much that I did not know earlier this 
treatment of the matter, surely more learned and more 
impartial than any other of Roman-Catholic origin. 
Dr Junglas in giving a short delineation of Nestorius' 
" heresy " has utilized the " Book of Heraclides " and, 
in my opinion, made some valuable remarks about the 
terminology of Nestorius which are not to be found 
elsewhere. However, in his one short lecture he was 
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PREFACE Vll 

not able to go into details, and there are many things 
which he has failed to observe. There is a third 
Koman-Catholic research into the doctrine of Nestorius 
(J ugie, article " 6ph^se, concile de" in the Dictionnaire 
de la thiologie catholique, Fasc. 37, Paris, 1911, pp. 137- 
163), which, as I understand, endeavours more eagerly 
than Dr Junglas to show that Nestorius was justly 
condemned; but I have not had the opportunity to 
read this article. 

As regards my own treatment of the matter, I do 
not pretend to have exhausted the subject nor to have 
found the definite and final answers to the various 
questions aroused about Nestorius' life and doctrine by 
his Liber Heraclidis, I trust that I have indicated 
more clearly than Professor Bethune-Baker has 
already done the way by which we may arrive at a real 
understanding of Nestorius' peculiar ideas. Others, 
I hope, may be stimulated by the present lectures 
to a further study of Nestorius' christology. The 
subject is deserving of interest. For there is no other 
christology in the ancient church so " modem " as his 
and perhaps that of his teachers whose dogmatical 
works are lost. 

F. L. 



Halle on tub Saale, Gbrmant, 
Jawuary 20^A, 1914 
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The subject of my lectures — "Nestorius and his 
position in the history of Christian Doctrine" — seems 
at the first glance to have little interest for us modem 
men. Almost 1500 years have passed since Nestorius 
played his r61e in history. And this r61e was in the 
orthodox church a very transitory one. 

For the Persian-Nestorian or Sjrrian-Nestorian 
church (as the language of this church was Syriac) 
Nestorius, it is true, became a celebrated saint; and 
still to-day small remains of this once far-reaching 
church are to be found in the vicinity of the Urmia 
Lake in the north-west of Persia and south of it in the 
mountains of Turkish Kurdistan. But in the orthodox 
church Nestorius was even in his own time an ephemeral 
appearance. In the year 428 a.d. he became bishop of 
Constantinople and as early as 431 he was deposed. 
Four years later he was banished to Oasis in Egypt, 
and up to a few years ago the common opinion was 
that he died soon after in his exile. 

For the orthodox church he remained merely one of 
the most condemned heretics. He was reproached not 

L.N. 1 
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2 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

only for having forbidden the title Oeorotco^, mother of 
God, as applied to Mary the virgin, but it was told of 
him that he, separating the divine and the human 
nature of Christ, saw in our Saviour nothing but an 
inspired man^. What was right in his statements, viz. 
his opposition to all monophysitic thinking, was held to 
be maintained by the famous letter of Leo the Great to 
Flavian of Constantinople of the year 449, acknow- 
ledged by the council of Chalcedon, and by the creed of 
that council itself The rest of what he taught was 
regarded as erroneous and not worth the notice of 
posterity. 

That this is not a tenable theory I hope to prove in 
my lectures. 

To-day it is my aim merely to show that just at the 
present time different circumstances have led to the 
awakening of a fresh interest in Nestoriua 

The church of the ancient Roman Empire did not 
punish its heretics merely by deposition, condemnation, 
banishment and various deprivations of rights, but, 
^th the purpose of shielding its believers against 
poisonous influence, it destroyed all heretical writings. 
No work of Arius, Marcellus, Aetius and Eunomius e.g., 
not to speak of the earlier heretics, has been preserved 
in more than fragments consisting of quotations by their 
opponents. A like fate was purposed for the writings 

I Gomp. Socrates, h. e. 7, 32, 6 ed. Gaisford n, 806; Evagrios, 
h. e. 1, 7 ed. Bidez and Parmentier, p. 14, 6. 
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of Nestorius : an edict of the Emperor Theodoeius II, 
dating jfrom the 80th of July 435 ordered them to be 
burnt ^. Even the Persian church, about the same time 
won over to Nestorianism, had to suffer under this 
edict: only a few works of Nestorius came into its 
possession for translation into Sjniac. 

This we learn through Ebed-Jesu, metropolitan of 
Nisibis (f 1318), the most famous theologian of the 
Nestorians in the middle ages and who has given us 
the most complete account of the writings of Nestorius. 
He introduces in his catalogue of Syrian authors* the 
notice about Nestorius with the following words: 
Nestorius the patriarch wrote many excellent hooks 
which the blasphemers (viz. the Antinestorians) have 
destroyed. As those which evaded destruction he 
mentions, besides the liturgy of Nestorius, i.e. one 
of the liturgies used by the Nestorians, which without 
doubt is wrongly ascribed to Nestorius, five works 
of the patriarch. The first of these is the book 
called Tragedy, the second the Book of Heraclides, 
the third the Letter addressed to Cosmas, the fourth a 
Book of letters and the fifth a Book of homilies and 
sermons. 

For us the edict of Theodosius against the writings 
of Nestorius has had a still more important result. 
Until 1897 nothing was known about the second book 

1 Cod. TheodoB. 16, 6, 66; Mansi, v, 413 f. 

^ J. S. Assemani, Bibliotheca orierUdlis, m, 1, p. 35 f. 

1—2 
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4 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

mentioned by Ebed-Jesu, i.e. about the Book of Hera- 
elides. Also the Letter addressed to Cosmos mentioned 
third by Ebed-Jesu had to be counted and is still to be 
counted as lost^ Of the three other works ascribed by 
Ebed-Jesu to Nestorius we had and still have only 
fragments— occasional quotations in the works of his 
enemies and his friends. 

Among the hostile writings in which we find such 
fragments are to be named especially the works of his 
chief opponent Cyril of Alexandria; then the proceedings 
of the council of Ephesus ; then some works of Marius 
Mercator, a Latin writer who in the time of Nestorius 
lived in Constantinople and translated a series of 
quotations from Nestorius given by Cyril, three letters 
of Nestorius and also, but with considerable omissions, 
nine of his sermons; finally the church history of Evagrius 
(living about 590). The latter gives us* an account of 
two works of Nestorius dating from the time of his 
exile, one of which must be the Tragedy, while the 
other could not be identified up to the last ten years, 
and he inserts in his narration extracts fixjm two 
interesting letters of the banished heretic. Among 
the fiiends who preserved for us fragments of Nestorius 
the Nestorians of later date played a very unimportant 
part. Important is a Latin work which has connection 
with the earliest fiiends of Nestorius, the so-called 

1 Gomp. Hauok's Real-Encyklop&diet zziy, 242, 56 ff. 
' h. e. 1, 7 ed. Bldez and Parmentier, pp. 12 ff. 
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Synodicon, known since 1682^ or, in complete form, since 
1873^, and which is a later adaptation of a work of 
Bishop Irenaeus of Tjrras, a partisan of Nestorius, 
which was entitled "Tragedy" like the lost "Tragedy" 
of Nestorius, upon which perhaps it was based. 

The quotations of these enemies and friends re- 
present, as I said, fragments of three books of Nestorius 
mentioned by Ebed-Jesu, viz. the Book of letters, the 
Book of sermons and the Tragedy. The first two of 
these three works of Nestorius need no further explana- 
tion. The third, the Tragedy, about which Evagrius 
and the Synodicon teach us, must have been a polemical 
work, in which Nestorius, as Evagrius says, defended 
himself against those who blamed him for having 
introduced unlawful innovations and for having a,cted 
wrongly in demanding the council of EphesusK The 
title which the book bears must have been chosen 
because Nestorius told here the tragedy of his life up 
to his banishment to Oasis in Egy^t. 

Fragments of other books of Nestorius not mentioned 
by Ebed-Jesu were not known to us ten years ago*. 

^ Ch. Lupus, Ad Ephetinum concilium variorum patrum epUtolae, 
1682=Man8i, v, 731-1022. 

» Bihliotheca CasinensU, i, 49-84. » h. e. 1, 7, pp. 12, 24 f . 

* We had, it is true, the Anathematisms of Nestorius against 
Cyril's Anathematisms, and a fragment of his Xoyidia; but the 
Anathematisms probably were attached to a letter, and the Xcyldia 
(short discourses) perhaps belonged to the Book of homilies and 
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All the fragments previoasly known and in addition 
to them more than 100 new fragments preserved 
especially by the Syrian-monophysitic literature I 
collected and edited in 1905 in a volume entitled 
Ne8toriana\ It is with pleasure that here in England 
I mention the collaboration of the learned English 
scholar Stanley A. Cook, an expert in Sjnian language 
and literature, without whose help I never could have 
used the Sjniac texts in the British Museum. I will 
not speak long of the book which this help and that of 
a German scholar then at Halle, Dr G. Kampffmeyer, 
enabled me to compose. Three remarks only shall be 
made. Firstly : The Syriac fragments gave us knowledge 
of a book of Nestorius not mentioned by Ebed-Jesu, 
which was written in the form of a dialogue and which 
was certainly a comprehensive work, although the 
number of the fragments handed down to us is very 
small. The title of this work is The Theopaschites, 
that is, the man who thinks Qod had suffered, a title 
certainly chosen because Nestorius in this dialogue 
opposed the Cyrillian party, which he accused of holding 
a doctrine which imagined the Qod in Christ suffering. 

Secondly : The introductory headings in the Syriac 
fragments of the sermons of Nestorius in combination 
with a reconstruction of the order of the leaves in the 

^ Nestariana. Die Fragmente des Nestorius, gesammeU, unter- 
sueht nnd heransgegeben yon F. Loof s . Mit Beitragen yon Stanley 
A. Cook nnd G. Kampffmeyer, Halle, 1905. 
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manuscripts used by Marius Mercator and by the 
oonndl of Ephesus, offered the possibility of arranging 
the fragments of the sermons of Nestorius in such 
a manner that more than 30 sermons could be clearly 
discerned and that not a few of them were recognisable 
in their essential contents and their characteristics. 

Thirdly : By the help of the quotations I succeeded 
in finding — as did also at almost the same time a 
Catholic scholar^ independently of me — the original 
Greek of one sermon of Nestorius in a sermon preserved 
in a manuscript at Dresden and printed in 1839 as 
a work of Chrysostomus. It is a sermon on the high 
priesthood of Christ in many respects especially charac- 
teristic of the teaching of Nestorius. 

Thus my Nestoria/na gave for the first time an 
opportunity to survey the remains of the works of 
Nestorius then accessibla They were the first factor 
in arousing fresh interest in Nestorius. They inspired, 
as the author himself says, the writing of a monograph 
on the christology of Nestorius by a Roman Catholic 
chaplain, Dr Leonhard Fendt*. 

But the second factor now to be treated is still 
more important and surely more interesting. Let me 
give some introductory remarks before treating^ the 
subject itself 

1 8. Haidaoher, Rede dee Neetoriue Uber Hebr. 8. 1, Uberliefert 
urUer dem NcuihUus dee hi. Chrysostomus (ZeiUchrift fUr hatholieehe 
Thedogie, xax, 1905, pp. 192-195). 

* Die Christoloifie da NeeUniue, Eempten, 1910. 
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Some few heretics of the ancient church were 
fortunately enabled long after their death to triumph 
over the condemnation or even destruction which the 
orthodox church pronounced against their writings. 

Of Apollinaris of Laodicea, the heretic whose 
doctrine was to Nestorius a special cause of offence, we 
have still not a few writings because the Apollinansts 
secretly introduced the works of their master into the 
church literature, inscribing them with the names of 
orthodox authors of good renown, e,g. Athanasius, Julius 
of Rome, Gregorius Thaumaturges. Since these 
fravdes Apollinaristarum\ of which as early as the 6th 
century some church writers had an idea or at least 
a suspicion^ were carefully examined, a small collection 
of works of Apollinaris could be made. Prof. Lietz- 
mann of Jena gave such a collection in his Apollinaris 
von Laodicea in the year 1904. 

Severus of Antioch, the most conspicuous of the 
Monophysites of the 6th century, continued to be 
admired in the Syrian monophysite church, although 
the orthodox church had anathematized him. Hence 
not an unimportant part of the works of Severus 
translated into Syriac has been preserved, especially 
among the Syriac manuscripts of the British Museum. 

^ Comp. Leontios, adverstu fraudes Apollinaristarum ; Migne, 
ser. graeo. S6, 1947-1976. 

* Comp. the preoeding note and Nestorios' ad ComtanHnc^iUi' 
no8 (F. Nan , NettoriuSf Le Livre d*Hiraclidey p. 874). 
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And, besides othe^8^ your famous countryman R W. 
Brooks has, to the great advantage of historical science, 
begun the publication of this material'. 

Pelagius, the well-known western contemporary of 
Nestorius, whose doctrine Augustine opposed, wrote 
beside other smaller dogmatical works a large commen- 
tary on the Epistles of Saint Paul, the original text of 
which was held to be lost. An orthodox adaptation only 
of this work, as was the opinion of ancient and modem 
scholars, existed in a commentary regarded since olden 
times as belonging to the works of Hieronymus and it 
has been printed among them. But nobody took much 
notice of these commentaries; for because they were 
regarded as having been revised they could teach 
nothing new about Pelagius, and one could only make 
use of those thoughts which otherwise were known to 
be his. Lately we have come by curious bypaths to 
valuable knowledge about the Pelagius-commentary 
which we hope will soon put us in possession of the 
original text of Pelagius. The well-known Celtic scholar, 
Heinrich Zimmer, formerly professor at the University 
of Berlin (f 1910), was led, as we see in his book Pelagius 
in Irland (1901), to traces of the original Pelagius- 
commentary by quotations in Irish manuscripts. He 

^ e,g, B. Duval in Patrologia orientalis, iy, 1, 1906. 

2 The Hxth book of the select letters of SeveruSy Patriarch of 
Antiochia in the Syriac version etc., 2 vols., London, 1902-1904; 
Hymns in Patrologia orientalise yi, 1, 1910. 
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even believed he had recovered the original commentary 
itself; for a manuscript which he found in the monastery 
of S. Gallen (Switzerland) in his opinion nearly re- 
sembled the original text, in spite of some additions, 
and showed that the Psevdo-Hieronymus, t.e. the form 
printed among the works of Hieronymus, was more 
authentic than was previously supposed. This judgment 
on the manuscript of S. Gallen and the Pseudo-Hiero- 
nymvs proved, it is true, to be too optimistic. But the 
investigation, begun by Professor Zimmer, has been 
furthered by German and English scholars by meeuis of 
extensive study of manuscripts. Professor A. Souter 
of Aberdeen, who played a prominent r61e in this 
research and who really succeeded in finding at ICarls- 
ruhe a manuscript of the original Pelagius-commentary, 
is right in hoping that he will be able to give to 
theological science the original text of Pelagius within 
a few years^ 

In a still more curious manner Priscillian, the first 
heretic, who in consequence of his being accused was 
finally put to death (385), has been enabled to speak to 
us in his own words. None of his writings were 
preserved ; we only had the accounts of his opponenta 
Then there was suddenly found, 27 years ago, in the 
University library at Wtirzburg (Bavaria) a manuscript 
of the 5th or 6th century containing 11 treatises of the 
old heretic perfectly intact — the genuineness of which 
1 Comp. Haaok'8 Redl-EneyklopMiet zxir, 811. 
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eannot in the least be doubted. It most remain a 
riddle for us how this manuscript could be preserved 
without attention having been drawn to it. Neverthe- 
less it is a matter of fact that these 11 treatises of 
Pnscillian now, more than 1500 years after his death, 
can again be read ; they were printed in the edition of 
the discoverer, Dr Georg Schepps, in 1889. 

A similar fortune was prepared for Nestorius. A 
Syriac translation of his Book of Heradides mentioned 
above, which was made about 540 A.D., is preserved in 
a manuscript, dating from about 1100, in the library of 
the Nestorian Patriarch at Kotschanes in Persian 
Turkestan. The American missionaries in the neigh- 
bourhood of the Urmia Lake having heard about this 
manuscript, attempted to gaiu further information about 
it, and in 1889 a Sjnian priest, by name Auscha'nft, 
succeeded in making secretly a hurried copy of the 
manuscript for the library of the missionaries at Urmia. 
One copy of this Urmia copy came into the University 
library of Strassburg, another into the possession of 
Professor Bethune-Baker of Cambridge; a fourth 
copy has been made directly after the origioal at 
Kotschanes for the use of the Roman Catholic editor, 
the well-known Syriac scholar Paul Bedjan. 

The rediscovery of this work of Nestorius was first 
made known when the existence of the Strassburg 
manuscript was heard of, in 1897^. The publication of 
^ Comp. my NeBtoriana, p. 4. 
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the Syriac text was delayed longer than scholars seemed 
to have had a right to hope. The first detailed notice 
of the work, therefore, was given by Professor Bethune- 
Baker in his work, Nestorius and his teaching, edited 
1908. This scholar had been enabled by means of an 
English translation of a Mend to make use of the Book 
of Heraclides or " Bazaar of Heraclides " as he called it. 
Long quotations from the book of Nestorius made this 
publication of great value. As late as 1910 the edition 
of the Sjniac text by Paul Bedjan appeared and at 
the same time a French translation by F. Nau^ It is 
especially this publication which is able at the present 
time to arouse interest in Nestorius. 

First the preface of the Syriac translator attracts 
our attention. The translator remarks at the conclusion 
that the following book of Nestorius belongs to the 
controversial writings on the faith and must be read 
after the " Theopaschites " and the " Tragedy ", which he 
wrote as apologetic answers to those who had blamed him 
for having dema/nded a council^ This remark not only 
confirms what we already knew from Evagrius about 
the Tragedy of Nestorius, but it enables us also to 
identify the second book of the banished Nestorius 
known to Evagrius. Evagrius tells us that it was 
directed against a certain Egyptian — Cyril is often 

1 Nestoritu, Le Livre d*Hiraclide de DamaSt ed. P. Bedjan, 
Paris, 1910 ; Nestoritu, Le Livre d^Hiraclide de Dama$, tradmt en 
Fran^aU par F. Nan , Paris, 1910. 

> Bedjan, p. 4; Nan, p. 3. 
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BEOENTLY AWAKENED 13 

called by. Nestorius " the Egyptian " — and that it was 
written BuiK€KTifcm\ apparently meaning "in the form 
of a dialogue ". These words of Evagrius even before the 
discovery of the Book o/Heradides could be held to point 
to the Theopdschites, which has in the fragments that 
are preserved the dialogue form. Nevertheless in my 
Nestoriana I did not venture to make this identification 
because the book known to Evagrius must have also 
contained historical-polemical passages, while the frag- 
ments we have present no such material. Now according 
to the preface of the translator of the Book of Hemclides 
the Theopaschites really contained historical-polemical 
material One can therefore now without doubt identify 
it with the second book notified by Evagrius. 

More interesting than the preface is naturally the 
book itself. Its title, "Tegvrtd'' of Heraclides of 
Damascus, according to Bedjan* and Nau* corre- 
sponding in Greek to Tlpayfiareia ^Hpa/ckeiSov rov 
Aafuurfcffvov, hence "Treatise of Heraclides" — not 
"Bazaar of Heraclides" as Professor Bethune-Baker 
translated — ^is the most puzzling thing in the whole 
work. The Syriac translator remarks in his preface that 
Heraclides was a noble and educated man living in the 
neighbourhood of Damascus, and that Nestorius puts 
this name in the title of his book because he feared 

^ h. e. 1, 7, pp. 13, 21: ypd^i. W koX h-epoif \6yo¥ xp6f ripa SijOep 
Aly&im(0 ovyKtlfieww ic.t.X. * p. viii, no. 2. 

» p. xvii and Revue de V Orient chritien, xiv, 1909, pp. 208 f. 
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that his own name would prevent people fix>m reading 
it^ The Syriac translator therefore had already found 
the title Treatise of Heraclidea in his Greek original. 
He does not seem to have known anything about the 
meaning of this title. The vague remarks he makes 
about Heraclides tell nothing more than anyone might 
guess without his help. The book itself in its present 
Uicomplete condition — about one-sixth of the whole is 
missing — ^nowhere explains the title, Heraclides not 
being mentioned at alL And Nestorius has made no 
effort to conceal his authorship. The names of the 
persons which, in the dialogue of the first part of the 
book, head the single portions of the text, viz. Nestoriue 
and SophroniuSy must, it is true, be regarded as later 
additions— just as the headings of the chapters. But 
the manner in which the matter is dealt with, especially 
in the second half of the book, reveals so clearly that 
Nestorius is the writer, that a pseudonym, as Heraclides 
or anyone else, could have deceived only those who 
gave no attention to the contents. Perhaps — ^that is 
the opinion of Bethune-Baker* — the pseudonymous 
title is to be regarded as the device of an adherent of 
Nestorius, to save his master's apology firom destruction. 
However it may be — the book itself has nothing to 
do with Heraclides of Damascus. It fiJls, as the Syriac 
translator rightly remarks^ into two parts, the first of 

1 Bedjan, p. 3; Nau, p. 3. 

* Nestoriiu and his tecuihing, p. 33. ' Bedjan, p. 4 ; Nau, p. 4. 
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RSCENTLT AWAKENED 15 

which has three, the second two sections. To the fiist 
section of the first part^ the translator gives the 
heading : Of all heresies opposed to the church a/nd of all 
the differences with regard to the faith of ihe 318 (i.e. the 
Fathers of Nicaea). In the second section* Nestorius, 
as the translator observes, atta^cks Cyril amd criticizes 
the jvdges (who condemned him) and Ihe charges of 
GyriL The third section* contains according to the 
translator his (viz. Nestorius') answer (or apology) and 
a comparison of their letters (viz. of Cyril and Nestorius). 
The first section of the second part* is characterized by 
the translator as a refutation and rectification of ail 
charges for which he was excommunicated, and the 
second section^ as dealing with the time or the events 
from his excommunication to the close of his life. 

Even the first of the five sections shows considerable 
omissions; the second is incomplete in the beginning 
and again at the end; also of the third section the 
beginning is missing. The fourth section, in which all 
extracts fi'om the sermons of Nestorius criticized at 
Ephesus as heretical are brought under review, seems, 
apart fi'om small omissions, incomplete only in the 

^ Bed j an, ^, 10-13 f. ; Nau, pp. 1-88; comp. Hauok'si^eoZ- 
Encyklopddie, xxiv, 240, 44 ff. 

* Bed] an, pp. 147-209; Nau, pp. 88-125. 

8 Bedjan, pp. 209-270; Nau, pp. 126-163. 

* Bedjan, pp. 138-160 and 271-366 (or 469) ; Nau, pp. 163-235 
(or 294) ; comp. Hauok' s ReaX-Encyklopiidiey xxiv, 240, 55 f. 

6 Bed] an , 366 (or 459)-521 ; Nau , 235 (or 294)-331. 
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16 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

beginning; the last section is the most completely 
preserved. 

In spite of all omissions it is a book of extensive 
scope in which Nestorius speaks to us : the Syriac text 
has 521 pages, the French translation of Nan fills 331, 
and they are of a large size. 

In reading the book one has to regret, it is true, 
again and again, that it has not been preserved intact 
and in its original language. It would be of inestimable 
importance for the history of Christian doctrine if we 
possessed the original Greek of these explanations, so 
important fix)m a dogmatic point of view. 

Nevertheless even as we have it now in the Syriac 
translation the Treatise of Heraclides of Nestorius 
remains one of the most interesting discoveries for 
students of ancient church history. In two respects it 
is able to awaken firesh interest in Nestorius : by what 
we hear about his life and by what we learn about his 
doctrine. 

As concerning the first, the Treatise of Heraclides 
has undoubtedly many relations to that earlier work of 
Nestorius, entitled Tragedy and only known in a few 
Augments, in which he treated historically and polemi- 
cally the tragedy of his life and especially the doings 
of the Cyrillian council of Ephesua Also in the 
Treatise of Heraclides Nestorius writes as one who is 
conscious of being unjustly condemned and wrongly 
delivered over to the intrigues of the unscrupulous 
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RECENTLY AWAKENED 17 

Cyril. But he does not make pretentious claims for 
his person or hope for another turn of his fortune. He 
has no more interest in the world. For e,g, after having 
said that one might ask him why the bishops of the 
Antiochian party had given assent to his deposition he 
answers^: Well you must oak him (meaning Cyril), 
apparently also those (meaning the Antiochians). If 
you want to learn anything else of me, then I will speak 
of what is now gradtudly coming to the knowledge of the 
whole world, not in order to find approbation or assistance 
a/mong men— for earthly things have but little interest 
for me, I have died to the world and live for Him, to 
whom my life belongs ; — but I will speak to those who took 
offence etc. He writes in exile in the deserts of Egypt 
and has no prospect but of death. As for me, so 
he concludes the treatise^, I have borne the sufferings 
of my life and all thai has befallen me in this world as 
the sufferings of a single day ; and I have not changed 
aU these years. And now I am already on the point to 
depart, and daily I pray to God to dismiss me — me 
whose eyes have seen his salvalion. Farewell Desert, my 
friend, mine upbringer and my pla^ of sojourning, and 
thou Exile, my mother, who after my dealh shalt keep my 
body until the resurrection comes in the time of Ood's 
pleasure ! A m^en. 

We knew previously that Nestorius had to endure 

^ Bedjan,p. 451; Nan, p. 289. 
2 Bedjan,p. 520f.; Nau,p. 331. 

L. jr. 2 
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18 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

many suflferings during his exile. Evagrius, as I said 
above, hands down to us fragments of two letters of 
Nestoriiis to the governor of Thebais^,> From these 
we learn that Nestorius was captured in Oasis by 
invading bands of barbarians and then, being released, 
surrendered himself, by a letter written in Panopolis, into 
the hands of the governor, in order not to come under 
the suspicion of having fled. But then, so the second 
letter tecwhes us, he was sent by order of the governor 
first to Elephantine and, before reaching it, back to 
Panopolis, then into the surrounding district and from 
/ there to a fourth place of exile. The hardships of these 
C^ continual removals and severe bodily pains caused by an 
injured hand and side had brought him to the brink of 
death. We cannot help being moved when we see him 
in his first letter from Panopolis, written directly after 
his release from capture, asking the governor that he 
should see to a lawfril continuation of his exile, lest in 
all future generations should be told the tragic history 
that it was better to be captured by barbarians than to take 
refuge with the Roman Empire^, But these occurrences 
happened soon after 435, for in the first letter Nestorius 
mentions the synod of Ephesus as a fact of the recent 
past. Scholars therefore could suppose and actually 

^ Evagrins, h. e. 1, 7, pp. 14-16 ; Nestorianay pp. 198-201. 

• tpa fA^i xdiTfUi iK tojjtov yepeais Tpay^fdrjrai. Kpeirrov eXvai papfidpwp 
cUxfid'^<^^ V iFp6<T<f>vya ^offiXeLas fKafMiKvjs (Evagrios, 1, 7, p. 16, 12£.; 
NesUmana, p. 199, 12 ff.). 
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RECENTLY AWAKENED 19 

did suppose that death soon put an end to the sufferings 
of the banished Nestorius. He feels himself an old man 
even as early as the time of these letters. 

But now the Treatise of Heradidea teaches us 
that Nestorius was still alive at least in the autumn of 
450, for the news of the death of the Emperor Theo- 
dosius, who died 28 July 460, had penetrated even 
to the loneliness of his exile. Professor Bethune- 
Baker^ goes even further, thinking — ^in my opinion 
without sufficient grounds — that Nestorius must have 
died after the council of Chalcedon, about 462. 
During at least 15 to 16 years, therefore, Nestorius 
endured the hardships of exile. How many sufferings 
these years may have seen ! Nestorius does not speak 
much of them. But he remarks incidentally, that for 
many years he never had a moment of repose or any 
human comfort^. Surely the person claims our interest 
who in spite of all this could write* : The goal of my 
earnest wish^ then, is that Ood may be blessed on earth a£ 
in heaven. But as for Nestoriios, — let him be anathema ! 
Only let them say of Ood whai I pray that they should 
say, I am prepared to endure and to suffer all for 
Him. And would Ood that all men by anathematizing 
me might attain to a reconciliation with Ood, 

1 Nestorius and his teaching^ pp. 34-87, and Journal of theoU 
studies, IX, 1908, pp. 601-605. 

2 Bed] an, p. 519; Nau, p. 330. 

> Bedjan,p. 507 f.; Nan, p. 323. 

2—2 
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20 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

Thus, if we are interested by what the Treatise of 
Heradides teaches us about the life of Nestorius, in no 
less a degree ought our interest to be awakened by 
what we learn about his doctrine. 

As early as about 440 Socrates the church-historian 
defended, with the impartiality which distinguished 
him, his contemporary Nestorius against the grave 
misrepresentation to which his doctrine was exposed. 
People, as he says^, thought that Nestorius regarded 
the Lord as a mere human being, as did Paul of jSamosata 

y and Photinus. But, so he continues^ / read his writings 

/ and I will say the truth : he did not hold the same 

\ opinions as Paul of Samosata and Photinus nor did he 

^ at ail regard the Lord as a mere many only he abhorred 
the term OeoroKo^ as a bugbear. 

In a still higher degree Luther did justice to 
Nestorius. Li his book Von Conciliis und Kirchen he 
confesses that he himself for some time did not under- 
stand what the error of Nestorius was, and that he also 
thought that Nestorius had held Christ to be nothing 
more than a man, as the popish decrees and all popish 
writers declared; but that after having looked mere 
accurately at the accounts he saw that this was false^ 
This, too, according to Luther, was wrongly assumed 
about Nestorius, that he made two persons of the one 
Christ. Nestorius, Luther says, really does not teach more 

1 h. e. 7, 32, 6. « I.e. 8. 

» Erlanger Ausgabe, DeuUche SchrifteUy 2. Aufl. 25, 364. 
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than one Christ ; hence he could not regard Christ as two 
persons ; otherwise he would have said a Yes and a No 
in the same article^ contradicting himself \ Nestorius, 
he says*, rightly believed that Christ was God begotten 
of the Father from all eternity and man bom of Mary 
the Virgin; and, he declares^ it was right, too, that 
Mary did not bear the Godhead. But Luther thought 
that Nestorius as a rough and v/nieamed man did not 
comprehend the conmiunicatio idiom^atum, which in his 
opinion justifies the phrase that God was bom of Mary, 
just as a mother (although the soul of her child does 
not come from her) is nevertheless not only the mother 
of the body, but the mother of the child*. 

Luther had but a very limited knowledge about 
Nestorius. To the increased knowledge of our day 
even before the discovery of the Treatise of Heraclides 
the doctrine of Nestorius showed itself in a still more 
fiivourable light. As early as ten years ago I wrote in 
the Realencyklopddie filr protestoMische Theologie und 
Kirche : If Nestorius had lived in the time of the council 
of Chalcedon, he would possibly have become a pillar 
of orthodoxy^. Now the Treatise of Heraclides teaches 
us that Nestorius lived roughly speaking till the time of 
that council. Accurately speaking there is no trace of the 
Chalcedonian synod in the Treatise of Heraclides^ and 
the passages which seem to point to the time following it 

1 1.0. p. 366. a I.e. p. 366. « I.e. p. 367. 

< I.e. p. 367. » xin, 741,16f. 
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22 A FRESH INTEREST IN NESTORIUS 

must in my opinion be explained otherwise^ Hence 
I believe that the monophysitic stories asserting that 
Nestorius had been invited to the council of Chalcedon, 
but died a dreadful death on the journey thither* are 
right in so far that Nestorius did not live to see the 
opening of the council in October 451. But he saw the 
beginning of the reaction which followed the so-called 
robber-synod of Ephesus in 449. He even read the 
famous letter of Pope Leo to Flavian of Constantinople, 
which was of such decisive importance for the determina- 
tion of Chalcedon and was acknowledged as a norm of 
doctrine by this council. What was his judgment about 
this letter of Leo's ? Many times in the Treatise of 
Heradides he declares that Leo and Flavian taught 
the truth and that their opinion was exactly the same 
as his*. He even tells that he was begged by friends to 
write to Leo of Rome, but he did not do it, lest — so he 
says — ^through the prejudioe existing against him he 
should hinder him (i,e. Leo) who was running a right 
course*. 

Because of all this, Professor Bethune-Baker, in 
his above-mentioned book, Nestorius and his teaching, 

^ Comp. B-AVLcYi' B Real'Encyklopddie, xny, 241, 36 H. 

3 Comp. F. Nan, Nestorius d^aprls les sowces orientales, Paris, 
1911, p. 51 ff.; Evagrius, h. e. 2, 2, ed. Bidez and Parmen tier, 
p. 39, 17ff. 

> Bed j an, pp. 466, 474, 495, 514, 519; Nan, pp. 298, 308, 316, 
327, 330. 

* Bedjan,p. 519; Nan, p. 330. 
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RECENTLY AWAKENED 23 

thought he could maintain on the ground of the Treatise 

of Heraclides that Nestorius was not a Nestorian but 

was perfectly orthodox^. This thesis and the Treatise of 

Heraclides on which it is based are indeed both able to 

awaken our interest in Nestorius. 

And still a third factor capable of arousing our 

interest besides my Nestoriana and the Treatise of 

Heraclides must be named. The French translator of 

the Trea^^ise of Heraclides, F. Nau, has added to his 

translation four further almost new Nestoriana. He 

thinks he has discovered the original Greek text of 

three sermons of Nestorius on the story of the temptation, 

of which I knew only fragments from the first and thirds 

I had grounds for supposing that more of these sermons 

existed in manuscripts of Chiysostomus, but I did not 

succeed in finding such material^ The new discovery, 

I fear, is looked upon in a too optimistic manner by its 

editor. The new sermons certainly contain actual 

sections of homilies of Nestorius ; but taken as a whole 

they do not seem to me to be of a really different kind 

from that Pseudo-Chrysostomus-homily from which I 

took the Augments of the sermons on the story of the 

temptation. Hence I cannot believe that the new 

sermons present the homilies of Nestorius on the 

temptation in an unaltered and complete form*. 

1 pp. vii and 197 ff. 

> Naa, pp. 333-358; Nestoria/na, pp. 341-347. 

3 Nestoriaruiy p. 149. 

* Comp. Hauck^s Redt-Encyklopadie, xxiv, 242, 29 ff. 
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More interesting, therefore, in my opinion, is the 
fourth Ineditum which Nau gives in a French transla- 
tion, after a Syrian British Museum manuscript to which 
I pointed in my Ne8toriana\ I refer to a fragment 
of a letter of Nestorius to the inhabitants of Constanti- 
nople, the beginning and end of which were previously 
known by a quotation made by the Monophysite 
Philoxenus of Mabug^. I did not include this letter 
in my Nestoriana, because with all other scholars I 
regarded it as a monophysitic forgery intended to 
discredit the doctrine of Pope Leo by showing it to be 
approved by Nestorius. Indeed the letter appears for 
the first time in monophysitic circles— -in the writings 
of Philoxenus about 520^ and, what escaped the notice 
of Nau, about 570 in the so-called anonymous Historia 
miscellanea^. But according to the Syrian translator* 
the Nestorians also, e,g, Simon Bar TabbahS about 750^ ; 
acknowledged it as genuine, and since we know from 
the Treatise o/Hera^lides the judgment of Nestorius 
about Flavian and Leo there is no longer a plausible 
objection which may be raised from this side against 
the genuineness of the letter. I confess, however, that 
I am not rid of all doubts. Certainly a definite judgment 
is not possible till the whole of the letter be brought to 

1 p. 84. ^ Comp. Nestoriaruij p. 70. 

3 Die Kirchengeschichte des Zacharias Rhetor in deutscher tfber- 
setzung von E. Ahrens und G. Eriiger , Leipzig, 1899, pp. 23, 31 ff. 
* Nau, p. 376. 
' Assemani, Bibliotheca orientales, m, 215. 
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light; for now between the beginning quoted by 
Philoxenus and the fragment of the British Museum 
a section is missing, the length of which we do not know. 
Nevertheless the genuineness of the letter seems to me 
now to be more probable than the contrary^. 

The beginning of the letter refers to the synod of 
Constantinople, held in 448 by Flavian for the purpose 
of condemning Eutyches, and the criticism of his 
doctrine given by Leo in his letter to Flavian. It is 
my doctrine, so Nestorius declares, which Leo and 
Flavian are wpholding^. Then, after the omissions, some 
assertions corresponding to the doctrine of Nestorius only 
as described by Cyril, are disproved. Then follow 
polemics against Cyril, rejecting various quotations from 
the Fathers which he was in the habit of using in 
supporting his doctrine, these quotations being for the 
most part apollinaristic forgeries^. Then the letter 
ends in exhortations. These conclude with the words 
preserved also by Philoxenus: Believe as our holy 
comrades in the fodih, Leo and Flavian! Pray that 
a general council he gathered in order that my doctrine, 
i.e, the doctrine of all cyrthodox Christians, he confirmed. 
My hape is, that when the first has taken place, the 
second, too, will come to passK Here Nestorius is 
wooing the interest of his readers for the council of 

1 Comp. note 3. ^ ^au , p. 374 ; i, 3. 

3 This fact evidently is in favour of the genuineness of the letter. 

* Nau,p. 375; in, 19. 
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Chalcedon before it was held. Was his doctrine really 
in hfiumony with that of this council ? Was this heretic 
a rudely maltreated exponent of orthodoxy ? 

These questions, you see, are not only raised by 
Professor Bethune-Baker; but we, too, have to raise 
them, when we are considering the material we find in 
the sources. 

Hence I hope that, while dealing with these questions, 
I shall succeed in gaining yoiu- further interest during 
the course of the next three lectures. 

In the next lecture we shall see that really to no 
other heretic has been done such great injustice as to 
Nestorius. The last two lectures will deal with the 
doctrine of Nestorius and his position in the history of 
dogma. 

II 

In the preceding lecture we saw that by the 
increased knowledge of the works of Nestorius and 
especially by his lately rediscovered Treatise of Hera- 
elides, written not long before his death, and by his still 
later letter to the inhabitants of Constantinople, the 
question is raised whether this heretic was a rudely 
maltreated exponent of orthodoxy. 

About his doctrine we shall speak in the next 
lecture, to-day it will only occasionally be mentioned. 
For what now will occupy us is the £stct that he was 
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indeed so rudely maltreated that his life really became 
what he himself called it — a tragedy. This tragedy is 
composed of five acts : first the undivided affection of his 
parish was robbed from him, then the sympathies of the 
Occident, then the favour of the court and his episcopal 
oflBce ; then he was brought into disfavour as a heretic 
also amongst the majority of his firiends, and finally as 
an exiled and forgotten man he was exposed to common 
condemnation. 



It is well known that Nestorius in April 428 was 
called out of the monastery of Euprepios, in the neigh- 
bourhood of Antioch, to the vacant bishopric of Con- 
stantinople^. We knew before the discovery of the 
Treatise of Sera^clides that it was the aversion of the 
court to the election of a Constantinopolitan which 
caused the decision to be in his favour^. Now we are 
told more about this by an. address which Nestorius in 
his Treatise of Hera^lides puts into the mouth of the 
Emperor Theodosius^ Of course this address cannot 
be regarded as given by the Emperor in these very 
words ; but it is certainly trustworthy in what it tells 
about the events in Constantinople. We see here that 
the sentiment of the court was the result of lengthy 

1 Gomp. Hanok's Real-Encyklopddie, zm, 737, 45 ff. 

2 I.e. p. 737, 37ff. 

s Bedjan, p. 377 fF.; Nan, p. 242ff.; oomp. Bethune-Baker, 
Nestorius and Ms teaching , p. 6 ff . note 3. 
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transactions, in which the emperor made great con- 
cessions to the monkish party and its leader, the archi- 
mandrite Dalmatius. The monks themselves, according 
to the narration of Nestorius, finally asked for the 
decision of the court^. They, too, — later the most 
embittered enemies of Nestorius — ^had at first no gromid 
for being discontented with his election. And, apart 
irom the heretical parties, which experienced the anti- 
heretical zeal of the new bishop soon after his enthrone- 
ment*, this contentment was at first general'. 

But already before the end of Nestorius' first year 
of office, the controversy began. Nestorius asserts in 
the Treatise of Heraclidea in just the same manner as 
in a letter of December 430 to John of Antioch and in 
his Tragedy, that he was not its beginner — he had 
found a quarrel over the question as to whether Mary 
was to be called 0€ot6/co^ or dvdpcoiroTOKo^, when he 
arrived at Constantinople, and in order to settle it, he 
had suggested the term ;^t<rTOTo/co9*. When did 
Nestorius do this ? I think it was common opinion that 
it took place in his '^ first sermon on the Oeorofco^'' which 
dates perhaps as far back as 428, perhaps only fix)m the 
beginning of 429. But in the firagments of this sermon^ 

^ Bedjan,p. 379; Nau, p.243f. ; Bethune-Baker,p.8,note. 
3 Comp. Hauck's Real-Encyklop&die, xm, 738, 1 ft. 
8 I.e. p. 737, 53 flE. 

* Bedjan, p. 151; Nau, p. 91; ep. ad Joann., Nestoriana, 
p. 185, Tiagoedia, NeiUyriana, p. 203. 

' Nestarianay pp. 249-264 ; oomp. pp. 134-146. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OF NESTORIUS' LIFE 29 

the term 'XpifrroroKo^ does not occur. Now Nestorius 
in his Treatise o/Heraclides tells us that the quarrelling 
parties, which abusively designated each other by the 
names of " Manicheans" and "Photinians", came into the 
bishop's palace and begged his counsel. He recognised 
that neither the friends of the Beord/co^ were Manicheans 
nor were the upholders of the term dvOpmiroroKo^ 
adherents of the heresy of Photinus, and he declared 
that both terms, when rightly understood, were not 
heretical, but as a safer one he suggested the term 
Xpiaro76Ko^\ In this way, Nestorius narrates, the 
parties were reconciled, and they were at peace with 
one another until Cyril of Alexandria intruded himself 
in the matter^ 

In this account, three points are worthy of considera- 
tion. First the notice that Nestorius advised the 
quarrelling parties in his home. This report is un- 
doubtedly trustworthy, for in his first sermon on the 
0€ot6ko<; Nestorius directly makes mention of such 
persons, who shortly before in his presence argued 
against each other the question whether Mary should be 
called 0€OT6fco<: or avOpoitroTOKOfi^. This extension of 
our knowledge as regards the place where Nestorius 
advised the contending parties seems to be very un- 
important. But that this is not the case we shall now 

1 Bedjan , p. 151 f. ; Nau , p. 91 f. ^ l.e. pp. 152 and 92. 

3 Nestorianat p. 251, 21 ff. : Audiant haec^ qui..., sicut modo 
eognovimus, in (ex*f) nobis invicem frequenter scisdtantur : 6€ot6kos... 
Maria, an autem ipOpiorrordKos f 
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see, if we discuss the second point which in the above- 
quoted narration of the Treatise of Heraclides seems to 
be worthy of consideration. 

Nestorius, as I mentioned, says here he had declared 
that both terms, ^€OT({/co9 as well as ai'^pa)7roTo/ico9, rightly 
understood, were not heretical, but that he recommended 
as more safe the term ^^/o^crroro/co?^. This account of 
Nestorius seems to be untrustworthy ; for his well-known 
first sermon on the 0€ot6ko^, preserved in long frag- 
ments*, seems wholly to exclude the term OeoroKo^ ; and 
it is likewise well known that Nestorius was continually 
reproached for interdicting or at least refusing to give 
to Mary the title 0€ot6ko^\ Even his afterwards 
unfaithfril friend, John of Antioch, asked him in a letter 
of the autumn of 430 to give up his opposition against 
this designation of Mary*. Is Nestorius, therefore, 
telling a falsehood when he narrates that he had 
declared the deoroKO^, when rightly understood, to be 
non-heretical? Here the place of meeting between 
Nestorius and the quarrelling parties becomes important. 
For, while I do not believe that Nestorius even in his 
first sermon on the 0€ot6ko^, in spite of his criticism, 
declared the term to be nevertheless tolerable, yet it is 
not quite improbable that he did so previously in the 

^ Comp. above, p. 29. 
' Comp. above, p. 28, note 5. 

> Comp. sermo 18, Neitoriana^ p. 300, 15: Non dicitt inquiunt, 
t6 $€0T6K0St et hoe est totumt quod nostris sentibiu ab illU opponitur, 
* Mans i, IV, 1065b. 
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presence of the contending parties. This would agree 
with what he narrated as early as December 430 in his 
answer to the above-mentioned letter of John of Antioch^. 
And even in his first letter to Pope Celestine, after 
having expressed his strong aversion to the term 
0€ot6/co^, he nevertheless wrote: The term may be/ 
tolerated^ Hence we can give credit to the statement 
of Nestorius, that fix)m the beginning he did not regard 
as intolerable the term 0€ot6ko<: if rightly understood. 
His position was this : he feared the term would originate 
false ideas^ and for this reason and because he believed 
the term unknown to the orthodox Fathers of the past, 
he had nothing in its favour and undoubtedly opposed it 
on firequent occasions ; but even in a sermon of the spring 
of 429, which was known to Cjnil before writing his 
epistola dogmatica, he declared: If you will iLse the 
term 0€ot6/co<: with simple faith, it is not my custom to 
grudge it you\ Afterwards in a sermon, which cannot 
be dated, but was certainly delivered before the spring 
of 430, he was able to say : I have already repeatedly 
declared that if amy one of you or any one else he simple 
and has a preference for the term 0€ot6ko^, then I have 

1 Nestorianay p. 185, 10 1 : volentibus concessit utpie genitricen vel 
particen dei virginem nominarent, 

3 1.0. p. 167, 24: ferri tamen potest hoc vocdbtUum. 

* Senno 10, Nestorianay p. 273, 4 f. : rifp ttjs Xi^ews Tpwpopitr 
dff<f>a\li'ofjLai, rbp iv tJ X^^ci Kpinrrbfievov kIpSvpov (f<pop<»>fi€Pos. 

< 1.0. p. 272, 13 f,: €/ /ierA irUrrcus &ir\rfs to **0€OT6KOi** irpo4<pep€s, 
oiK &p ffoi rijs \4^(as i^Sdprjaa. 
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32 THE TRAGEDY 

nothing to say against it — only do n^t make a Goddess 
of tlie virgin^. And even before the letter of John of 
Antioch mentioned above Nestorius came to an under- 
standing with his clergy about the necessary use and 
meaning of the term BeoroKo^^ 

How under these circumstances was such a passionate 
controversy as that which followed, possible? What 
was it that deprived Nestorius of the undivided affection 
of his parish which he enjoyed at the beginning ? 

First it may be noted that the enemies of Nestorius 
were persuaded that bad heresies lurked behind his 
opposition to the term deorotco^;. As early as the 
spring of 429 Eusebius, afterwards bishop of Dorylaeum, 
accused Nestorius by means of a public placard of 
thinking as Paul of Samosata^. Even at that time 
Nestorius was reproached for regarding Jesus as a mere 
man*. This reproach however was still more groundless 
than the indignation about his opposition to the term 
0€ot6ko^, Hence this reproach, too, cannot be the first 
and the true cause of the controversy. 

Nestorius declares in the above-quoted passage of 
the Treatise of Heraclides — and this is the third point 

^ Nestorianat p. 363, 17 ff . : BfroK di ifdri rXettfrdifts, Sri et rtj rj 
h iffjup df/>€\4(TT€poSf etre hf dtXXois rwi x^^P^t t^ row **^60T6«fo$" <t>iapii 
ifiol irpos lifp ffxaviiv <I>06pos oifK iari. fUiVov fi^ wotelTu ttjv xapSipop 

* ep. ad Joann. Neitoriana, p. 184, 21 fif. 

8 Man si, lY, 1008e-1012b (Greek text) and y, 492-494 (Latin 
text) ; comp. Nestoriana, p. 49. 

« Nestoriana, p. 269, 16 ; 284, 2 ; 286, 12. 
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OF NESTORIUS' LIFE 83 

which in his statement needs explanation — that the real 
cause of the controversy is to be found in the intrigues 
of Cyril of Alexandria^ These intrigues on their part, 
according to what Nestorius tells in the continuation of 
the above-quoted passage^ originated in accusations 
which were brought against Cyril himself Cyril is 
regarded by Nestorius as having framed the dogmatic 
controversy for no other reason than to keep these 
accusations in the background. Nestorius raised this 
reproach against Cyril as early as in the late summer 
of 430 in a letter to the bishop of Bome^ ; and that this 
reproach was well grounded, I tried to show as far back 
as 1903 by pointing to a letter, written by Cjnil to his 
clerical agents in Constantinople*. After long explana- 
tioiis about the perverted doctrine of Nestorius he says 
in this letter : / had tUl now no quarrel with him and 
wish him betterment; but for supporting my enemies he 
shall give answer before Ood. No wonder if the dirtiest 
persons of the city, Ghairemon, Victor and others, speak 
HI of me. May he, who incites them, learn that I have 
no fears about a journey or about answering them. 
Often the providence of the Saviour brings it about that 
little things cause a synod to be held, through which His 
church is purified. But even if others and honourable 
men should accuse me on his instigation — that wretched 

1 Comp. above, p. 29. ^ Bed j an, p. 152 f.; Nau, p. 92. 

' ep. ad Gaelest. 3, Ne$toriana, p. 181, 10 f. 

« Hauck's Redl'Encyklopadie, zm, 745, 30 ff. ; oomp. 743, 28fiF. 

L. N. 3 
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34 THE TBAGEDT 

rntrn shall not hope that he can be my judge. I will 
wkhetand him, if I come thither, a/nd itiehe who shaU 
answer for error\ Nevertheless Cyril says in a 
following section of this letter preserved only in its Latin 
text : If he prof esses the right faith, then shall he mctde 
the most perfect and firmest peace. If he longs for that, 
let him compose an orthodow confession of faith and send it 
to Alexandria.. ..Then I, too,., .will publish a writing and 
declare that nobody shall reproach one ofmyfetlow-bishopa 
because his words — so I shall say — are rightly m^ant^. 
""Does not this mean : If he does what I wish (pointing 
naturally and especially to the accusations, mention of 
which is cleverly omitted), then he is no heretic ! To 
give you a full idea of the plottings of Cyril as shown 
by his communication with his agents I must add a 
further quotation from the letter which occupies ua It 
is out of the last part of the Greek text which by ancient 
scholars' was held to be a supplement to the letter. 

1 Cyril, ep. 10, Migne, ser. giaeca, 77, p. 65 d ; comp. the Latin 
tmnslatiQii of Bluias Meroator, ed. Baluze, p. 106= Migne, I.e. 
p. 74 f . It is noteworthy that Marias Mercator, a partisan of Cyril, 
suppressed the words 6 deCKaios \jiii TpoaSoKdna] ; he translates : Non 
igitur $peret, etc. Veracity was not a common virtne among the 
Christians of that time! 

^ ed. Balaze,p. 108=Migne,l.c. p. 77f.: 8% rectam Jidem proji- 
teatuTf fiet pUnaria etfirmUHma pax. Qaam H in voto gerit^ scribat 
eathoUeam fidem et witttU Alexandriam. 8% haee ex affectu cordU 
inUmi tcribantar, paratm ium et ego pro viribue men simUia scrihere 
et edere ac dieere, nuUmn dehere gravari coneacerdotum meorum, quia 
ejue voces, dicimtu, habent intentionem ac propontum manifestum. 

' Garnier in his edition of Marias Meroator, 1678, n, 56= Migne , 
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OF NSSTORIUS' LIFE 35 

Cjn^il says here^ : I recevDed cmd read the petition you 
sent me, which, after having received my consent, is 
purposed for presentation to the Emperor. But since it 
contains various complaints against my brother there 
— or what shall I call him^f — I kept it hack for 
the time, lest he should reproach you saying: you 
accused me as a heretic before the Emperor. But 
I composed another petition, in which I declined to be 
judged by him, pointing to his enmity and proposing that 
...the judgment be handed over to other officials. Bead 
this petition and present it, if need be. And if you see 
that he continues to scheme against me and really tries 
to set aU things against me, write it to me at once. Then 
I shall choose some wary and prudent men and send 
them as soon as possible. For, as it is written^, I will 
not give sleep to mine eyes or slumber to mine eyelids 
till I have finished the fight for the salvation of all. 

Whoever knows this advice of Cyril to his agents 
cannot doubt that the accusations brought against 
Cjnil played a prominent r61e in the beginnings of the 
Nestorian controversy, and will, therefore, put confidence 
in what Nestorius tells about this matter in his Treatise 
of Heradides. The agents of Cyril, he narrates^ 

1.0. p. 78; Tillemont, Mimoires, ed. of Venice, zxv, 755; Ch. W. F. 
Walch, HUtorie der Kezereien, y, 892, note 4. 

1 Migne, l.o. p. 68o-69a. 

* /card Tov iK€i&€—1j &6e\4>ov rj tQs w etxoifu; 

s Psalm 132, 4. 

« Bedjan,p. 152 ff.; Naa,p. 92f. 

3—2 
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36 THE TRAGEDY 

counselled the contending parties not to accept the 
term 'xpttmnoieo^. They schemed, agitated and were 
to be found everywhere, referring always to Cyril as 
their ally. Then, acoording to Nestorius' narration, 
men who had complaints against C]^, brought speakable 
and unspeakable things against him before the Emperor 
and requested at the same time that Nestorius should 
be judge. Nestorius then sent for CyriFs clerical agents 
and asked them to explain the situation. Bub these, to 
use Nestorius' own words, were annoyed and said to me : 
What, you admit an a4)cu8ation against the patriarch of 
Alexandria and do not at once condemn the accusers as 
calwmniaUyrs without trial ?... We contest your right and 
with good ground; for that would he a da/ngerovs en- 
^ couragement of accusers, whileit will he a profit to you to 
keep him (Cyril) as your good friend and not to turn him, 
who is famous hecause of his importance and who is among 
the great, intoan enemy. Then I answered them : I have 
no desire for a friendship which would make me guilty 
of injustice, hut only for such which without respect oj 
persons does Ood's work. Thereupon they returned: 
We will report it to the patriarch. Since that time, 
continues Nestori.us, he hecame my irreconcilable enemy 
and ready for anything. He started a quarrel in order 
to decline my judgment on account of my enmity, and to 
outwit his accusers according to his custom, and to keep 
the charges, brought against him, in the hackground. 
This he managed to do, and then presented a petition 
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OF NSSTORIUS' LIFE 37 

asking that ihe judgment might he handed over to othersK 
As evidence of this, • Nestorius quoted the above- 
mentioned* conclusion of (or supplement to) Cyril's 
letter to his agents, adding a sharp criticism. 

We do not kn6w which were the charges made 
against Cyril before the emperor and before Nestorius 
— they do not seem to have been of a dogmatic kind ; 
but, in my opinion, nobody can rightly dispute that 
they were of decisive importance for the dogmatic 
accusations which Cjnil brought against Nestoriua 

There is, however, one argument which could perhaps 
be advanced against thia Hefele, the Roman Catholic 
author of a femous history of the councils, objected^ 
that Cyril did not speak of the £stct that his name was 
slandered by felse accusers before his second letter to 
Nestorius, the so-called epistola dogmatical, which was 
written about the end of January 430, while even 
his first letter^ to Nestorius contained the dogmatic 
charges against him. The observation seems at first 
to be right. For Cyril's letter to his agents, which we 
have discussed, is contemporary with his epistola 
dogmatica to Nestorius^ in spite of the differing tone of 
the two letters^. Nevertheless Cyril spoke of his being 

1 Bedjan, p. 163 f.; Nau, p. 93. " p. 35. 

3 G. J. y. Helele, ConcUiengeBchiehtet 2nd ed. n, 1651. 

* «p. 4, Migne, 77, 44-49. » ep. 2, Migne, 77. 40 f. 

* Gamier, opp. Marti MercatorUt n, 53. 

7 Comp. ep. 4, Migne, 77, p. 48 n: roOra koX pw i^ iydmis r^t 
iv XptffTifi ypd^ vapaKcOiMP Cfs ddeX06r k.t,K; ep. 10, p. 68 a: ijl^i 
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88 THE TRAGSDY 

accused before his second lett^ to Nestorius and the 
contemporary letter to his agents. We learn this from 
the Treatise of Heraclides. We saw^ that Nestorius 
here quoted and discussed the last part of Cyril's letter 
to his agents, which by ancient scholajrs was held to be 
a supplement to it ; and the French translator of the 
Treatise of Heradides really is of the opinion that 
Nestorius quoted only the mere conclusion of this letter^. 
But in no words of Nestorius is there a hint that he 
deals with a part of a letter^ And more : if he had 
known the beautiful phrase which we found in a 
preceding section of the letter: ThcU vn^etched num 
shall not hope that he can be my judge etc.^ he would 
not have passed it by. Hence he knew the ''supplement" 
as a separate letter. That it really was one^ is 
confirmed by the translation of the letter to the agents 
made by Cyril's contemporary Marius Mercator ; for in 
this translation the "supplement" is missing*. Then 

TpotrdoKdna di 6 de£Xcuot, ^i ir.T.X. ; and 68 c: jcarA toO iKture — ^ 
iSek^O fj wCh ^ etwoi/u; jr.r.X. 

1 Above, p. 34f. > Nau, p. 93, note 6. 

' Nestorius however omitted at least an introdnotory sentence ; for 
the opening words ol the *' snj^lement " : Tb 94 y€ trxt^dpiw ic.r.X. 
cannot have been the exordium ol a letter. 

* Above, p. 84, note 1. 

' Comp. the restriction made above in note 3. 

* Baluse, p. 108. Gamier (n, 66), giving Peltan's (comp. 
Nestoriana, p. 9 1.) Latin translation by the side of the Greek text, 
has induced some of his readers (e,g. Walch, Hutorie der Kezereien, 
V, 392, note 4, and, as it seems, also Migne, ser. gr. 77, p. 78) to take 
the Latin text as a translation of Mercator. 
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OF NBSTORIUS' LIFE 39 

the question arises as to when the " supplement-letter/' 
so to speak, was written, and this question must be 
answered by the assertion that it was earlier than the 
letter to the agents as the conclusion of which it is 
found in the Qreek manuscripts^. For in the supplement- 
letter, C]^, even writing to his own agents, is not yet \ 
sure whether he shall call Nestorius a brother or not, ^ 
and he will not yet give Nestorius cause for the reproach 
that his agents denounced him as a heretic. The 
supplement-letter is written, therefore, at least as early 
as the first letter of Cjnril to Nestorius, dating fix)m 
about late summer 429. Nestorius in his Treatise of 
Heradidee seems to regard it as still earlier, for his 

^ About these manosoripts oomp. NeitoHana^ p. SfF. In the 
manusoriptB used by Pel tan in his translation (oomp. iSoerotancti... 
coneUii Ephesini acta omnia Theodori Pdtani,,. opera... latirUtate 
donata^ Ingolstadt, 1576, p. 220) and by the ediHo Commdiana (Td 
TptucTucik rip olKovfia^uciis rplniit in969ov «r.r.X. , 1591, p. 78), in the ood. 
Coislin. 32 (saec, xm) of which Professor Henry Lebdgue, of 
Paris, kindly has sent me a collation, in the codices Monacenses 115 
and 116 (both $a>ec. zvi; Nestoriana, p. 10, I gave erroneously the 
numbers 114 and 115) about which I received kind information from 
the Boyal Library of Munich, and in the cod. Vat. 830 {saec, xv), as 
I learnt from a kind letter of Dr Erich Eatterfeld, now at Bome, 
the "supplement" (tA 64 ye irx^ddpioif <c.t.X.) immediately follows 
the preceding sentence (explicit : eZ fi'^ ris yhnfrai fierdywioffis)* But 
the Greek text given by these manuscripts proves itself to be very 
badly preserved, as is shown even by the address (xp^s rods Kw- 
ffraamvo\nr6\e<at KKripucoin cTacii.^ovra%)\ the Greek manuscripts 
cannot therefore give evidence against the hypothesis that the 
"suj^lement" originally was a separate letter or part of such. 
The Latin versions of the Acta Ephesina do not contain Cyril's letter 
to his agents (comp. Mansi , v, 465 ff.). 
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narratdon gives the impression that the conversation 
between him and Cjnil's agents took place some time 
before he received the first letter firom Cyril^. There 
are arguments against asserting that Nestorius was. 
right in presuming this. I shall not lay any stress 
upon the fact that, according to CyriFs letter to pope 
Celestine*, it was only the doctrine of Nestorius which 
gave him offence ; for we have ground to distrust this 
holy man. And also the objection that the affair of 
the accusations against Cjnil probably did not last a 
whole year or ipore, is not decisive. But it is certain 
that a reason for opposing the doctrine of Nestorius was 
to be found by Cyril in the party-difference between 
the Alexandrian and the Antiochian schools and in the 
rivalry between the sees of Alexandria and Con- 
stantinople. Cyril's letter to the Egyptian monks in 
which, about Easter 429, without mentioning Nestorius, 
he began to oppose his doctrine, really may have been 
brought forth by the party-difference alone. In Con- 
stantinople, too, in the very beginnings of Nestorius' 
time as bishop, there certainly were theologians and 
laymen who opposed his teaching for no other reason 
than because they were adherents of a different theo- 
logical tradition. I leave, therefore, the question 
undecided as to whether the supplement-letter of Cyril 
to his agents was earlier than his first letter to Nestorius 

1 Comp. Bed] an, p. 157; Nan, p. 95. 
> ep. 11, Migne,p. 89il. 
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or not. But it is certain that Cyril, who before 

writing his qnstola dogmatica had knowledge of a 

sermon of Nestorius in which he allowed the use of the 

term 0€ot6ko^\ could have come to an agreement with 

him as easily as with the Antiochians afterwards in 

433^ if he had not had, on account of the charges 

brought against himself, an interest in discrediting him. 

/More^ than the heretic Nestorius, the "Saint" but 

/ really very unsaintly Cyril is to be held responsible for 

^"^^e Nestorian controversy. And it is not improbable 

that his agents in Constantinople were among those 

and behind those who aroused the first opposition 

against the teaching of Nestorius. 

Nestorius was not quite guiltless, as he had been 
incautious in his polemics against the 0€ot6ko^. But it 
seems not to have been his fault that he made an 
enemy of CyriL He, Cyril, the Saint, had the chief 
part in bringing it about that Nestorius lost the 
common confidence of his parish. 

2 

And Cyril did more. At about the same time 
that he wrote his epistola dogmatica he prepared for 
war against Nestorius. He composed his five books 

^ senno 10, Neiknianat ]pg, 265-277, which oontainB the passage 
quoted above, p. 31, note 4, is mentioned in Cyril's letter to his 
agents {Nestorianaj p. 264, 7) and this letter is contemporary with 
the epistola dogmoHea (oomp. above, p. 37, note 6). 

* Comp. below, p. 53 f. 
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adverms Ne8tor%um\ a work which opposed and de- 
nounced as heretical 43 quotations from the sermons of 
Nestorius, which partly he had previously adapted to 
suit his polemical ends*. Then he sent this work, 
translated into Latin, to the bishop of Rome together 
with a letter as untrue as it was clever*. About the 
same time he wrote three doctrinal letters really against 
Nestorius, but without mentioning his name, and 
addressed these to the emperor, to the empress and to 
the sister of the emperor, the " Augusta " Pulcheria*. 
With the first of these actions which opens the second 
act of our tragedy Cjoil was astonishingly fortunate. 
I say astonishingly fortunate, for it is a riddle that 
Rome, whose dogmatic traditions were nearer to those 
of the Antiochians than to those of Cyril, let herself be 
guided by Cyril In order to explain this riddle we 
can point to the £stct that Rome had taken it amiss of 
Nestorius that he had received in Constantinople some 
banished western adherents of Pelagius^. One could 
even say that Rome took up her position against 

1 ed. Pusey, Oxford, 1876. 

> Comp. Nestorius, tragoedia, Nestoriana, p. 205 ff. and liber 
Heracl. Kau, p. 222, note 2. . * ep. 11, Migne, pp. 80-89. 

* Mansi, iv, 617-679; 679-802; 803-884=Migne, ser. graec. 
76, tl33-1200; 1201-1336; 1336-1420; comp. Theodosius, ad 
Cyrilhim, Mansi, iv, 1109 d, b. 

^ Comp. ICarins Mere, exem^um eommcmtorii, ed. Baluze, 
p. 132 f . ; Nestorius, ad Caelestium {Nestorianat p. 172 f .) and ad 
CaeUstinum^ ep. 1 (t&ui. p. 165); CSaelestin. ad Nestorium, Mansi , iv, 
1034 b. 

\ 
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Nestorius before CjnriFs action. For the seven books 
of Johannes Cassianus contra Nestorium, the writing 
of which was instigated by Borne, show no influence of 
the material sent by Cyril, as they deal only with 
three of the earliest Constantinopolitan sermons of 
Nestorius, evidently sent by Nestorius himself together 
with his first letter to pope Celestine^ But the work 
of Cassianus itself is a riddle. Is it not monstrous to 
build up a strongly antinestorian work on this small 
basis of three sermons ? This piece of monstrous daring 
cannot be explained unless it be that Bome was 
prejudiced against Nestorius. Is the reception of the 
Pelagians in Constantinople a sufficient ground for this 
prejudice? Hardly. For as regards these Pelagians 
Nestorius demanded advice of the Boman bishop in his 
very first letter*. He would doubtless have sent them 
away if the pope had asked this. But Celestine of 
Bome had left imanswered at lieast three letters of 
Nestorius. The reason he afterwards gave, viz. that the 
letters of Nestorius had first to be translated into Latin^ 
deserves to be met by us with an incredulous shake 
of the head. Was the real reason perhaps plottings of 
Cyril ? Cyril declares in May 430, in a letter to the 
/pope, that he had not written before to any of his 
fellow-bishops about Nestorius*. As regarding the 

1 Comp. Neitoriana, pp. 61 f., 57, 156-158. 

3 Nettariana, p. 166, 9 ff . 

> ad Ne$tor. Mansi, iv, 1026 b. 

* q>. 11, l,Migne, 77,80c. 
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pope this must be true. But Cjrril may have had his 
confidents also in Rome ; — ^I believe him to have been 
capable of the most reckless intrigues. Indeed he says 
in the conclusion of his above-discussed supplement- 
letter to his agents : The necessary letters will soon be 
written to the necessary personsK However it may 
have been, at any rate it must be charged to Cyril 
that Celestine of Rome came to the firm conviction 
that Nestorius was a heretic. And in an astonishing 
degree the pope's actions followed the advice of Cyril. 
In a synod at Rome he condemned Nestorius and notified 
this, the 11th of August 430, to Cyril, to Nestorius, 
to John of Antioch and others, to whom he had been 
advised to write by Cyril*. The letter to Nestorius 
as sent to Cyril for forwarding; it declared that 
Nestorius was to be regarded as excommunicated, if he 
\ did not recant within 10 days^. It is well known that 
Cyril made the best of the success he had had at 
Rome : he held a synod in Alexandria and wrote in its 
name his third letter to Nestorius, the so-called 
epistoUb synodica, which ends in the £unous 12 
anathematisms which Nestorius was to accept within 
^ 10 dB,y& on penalty of excommunication^ It was 
\ Sunday, the 6th of December 430, when this letter of 

1 ep. 10, Migne, 77, p. 69a. 

' Mansi, iv, 1018 fF.; oomp. the maiginal note, p. 1050 d and 
Cyril, ep. 11, 7 {ad CaeLe»t,), Migne, 77, 85 a. 

* Mansi, IV, 1085 a b/ 

* ep. 17, Migne, 77, 105-121. 
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Cyril together with that of the pope was delivered to 
Nestorius by an Alexandrian legation^. Now there 
was an enmity not only between Nestorius and Cyril 
and his adherents, but also between him and the 
western division of the church. 

Nestorius was not quite guiltless as regards this 
course of events. His behaviour towards the Pelagians 
had not been cautious, and the tone of his letters had 
perhaps displeased the pope. But it was tragic that 
there was a Cjnil who was capable of turning the 
mistrust of Nestorius which previously existed in Rome 
into enmity. 

3 

In this case we find the turning point, as is usual, 
in the third act. The emperor, in spite of (or rather 
because of) the above-mentioned letters of Cyril, re- 
mained at first still inclined towards Nestorius^. For it 
was Nestorius and no other who succeeded in inducing 
the emperor to call a new ecumenical synods On the 
19th of November 430 the emperor ordered that it 
should be gathered together in Ephesus on Whitsunday 
next, %.e. the 7th of June 431*. To Cjnil it was notified 

1 NesUyriana, p. 297, 25. 

s Comp. Theodosins, ad CyrUlum, Mansi, iv, 1109 fF. 

s Clomp, above, pp. 5 and 12, and Nestorins, ad Caelest. ep, 3 
(Ne$toHana, p. 182, 12). 

^ Mansi, iv, 1111 ff.; Easter-day fell in 431, according to the 
Alexandrian Easter cycle, on the 19th of April (comp. E. Schwartz, 
Chriitiiehe undjilditehe (htertafdn^ Abhandlungm der Konigl, OeseU- 
ichaft der Wusensehaften zu GdtHngen, None Folge, ym, 6, 1905, p. 48). 
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also by a very ungracious imperial letter, which in the 
strongest terms required his appearance before this 
synodical courts Under these circumstances Nestorius 
could, on the 6th of December 430, receive with perfect 
composure the letters from Rome and Alexandria. The 
council would examine the matter, as he believed ; and 
he looked forward to it without any fear. For he was 
convinced of the orthodoxy of his teaching, and the 
emperor was fevourably inclined toward him ; Cyril, on 
the contrary, was under suspicion for his doings and, 
as Nestorius with many others thought, also for his 
doctrine, and was out of fistvour with the emperor^ 

But Cyril was clever enough to change his position 
in Ephesus from that of anvil to that of hammer. 
Three things enabled him to do so. Firstly the great 
number of Egjrptian bishops he had brought with him, 
secondly the support he found in Memnon the bishop 
of Ephesus and so in the population of that city, 
^thirdly the eflfrontery with which he, who as having 
been accused ought to have remained in the back- 
ground, pushed himself forward into a leading position^. 
Before the Antiochian bishops and the Roman legates 
had arrived he and his adherents opened the council on 
the 22nd of June*, though 15 days after the appointed 

1 Mansi, iv, 11091., oomp. espeoially, p. 1112 o. 
* Ck>mp. his sennon of Deoember 12th, Ne$torianat p. 299, 25 11, 
> Comp. liher HeracUdU, Bed j an , p. 256 f. ; Nan , p. 155. 
4 X Cal. Jul., Mansi, IV, 1123 and y, 772a. 
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time^ nevertheless in an arbitrary manner. John of 
Antioch had, in a still existing letter written on the 
journey, given a prospect of his and his countrymen's 
arrival within 5 to 6 days^ and this letter had arrived 
at Ephesus at the latest on the 20th of June'; 68 
bishops on the 21st of June had protested against the 
opening of the synod before the arrival of the 
Antiochians*, and the commissioner, whom the emperor 
had sent to Ephesus, the count Candidian, emphatically 
demanded that the opening should be postponed^ 
But Cyril could not be hindered from making the 
best of the favourable situation. That Nestorius did 
not present himself before this party-council is com- 
prehensible. They condemned him then in absentia^ 
and incited the people of Ephesus to tumultuous 
approbation of this judgment^. At the latest four days 

i Comp. above, p. 45, note 4; Memnon (Mansi, nr, 1129 d) 
ooiints 16 days, inoluding the first and the last day. 

3 Mansi.iY, 1121. 

^ John's friends declared June 2l8t (oomp. the next note) : jtucta 
quae nv/per nit« litUrU intimavit (Mansi, v, 765 c). Cyril's lost 
letter to John of the 20th of June (Mansi, iv, 1272 c) seems to 
have been an answer to John's letter. 

^ Mansi, y, 765-768 (directa pridie quam eeUbrarmPur getta 
contra Neitorium, Le. XI CSal. Jul. = June 21; comp. Mansi, y, 765, 
note d). 

B Comp. his contestaHo of Jane 22nd : haec non temd ted taepim 
admonens... nihil prof eci (Mansi, v, 771 c). 

* Mansi, nr, 1211. It was in the first session of the CyriUian 
comicil (Jane 22nd). 

7 Mansi, iv, 1264 a b; oomp. Nestoriana, 188, 19 £f. 
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after the opening of the Cyrillian council the Antio- 
chians arrived^ and, as they, too, on the 26th of June^ 
probably the very day of their arrival', opened with 
Nestorius and others the council or rather their party- 
council, and deposed Cyril and Memnon, there was, 
therefore, then, one party-council standing in opposition 
to the other. The Roman legates who arrived last of 
all joined the Cyrillian sjmod. 

Now it was for the emperor to decide. After many 
transactions, which need not be described, induced by 
the demonstrating monks of Constantinople, he heard 
delegates of both parties^, and if not earlier at least 
then ceased to be a protector of Nestorius. Nestorius 
himself made this easier for the emperor by writing 
to Constantinople that he, if the right doctrine were 
sanctioned, would willingly renounce his bishopric and 
return to his monastery at Antioch*. Nevertheless the 

1 Hef ele, 2iid ed. n, 192, note 2 (1875), left it ondeoided whether 
John arrived June 26th or the 27th ; but even before the pablioation 
of the BiUiotheca CaHnefntit, i, 2, p. 24 (published 1873), it was to be 
seen in Mansi, y, 778 b, that the first session of the Antioohian 
coancU was held the 26th of June (VI Cal. Jul.). 

> Gomp. the preceding note. 

> This is pretended by the Cyrillian party (Mansi, nr, 1333 b) ; 
and the notice in the Synodioon (Mansi, y, 778 a; BibUotheca 
CaHn» 1, 1, p. 58 a) : mox enimpost triduum veiUeni Joanne», probably 
confirms it, since the preceding document dates from June 23rd 
(Mansi, v, 772 c: he$temo die). 

« Hef ele, n, 218 £f., 230 ff.; comp. now Nestorius, Uber Hera- 
eUdii, Bedjan, p. 875 £f.; Nau, p. 241 ff. 

6 Ne$toriana, p. 194, 16 £f.; comp. p. 195, note=Mansi, v, 792 f. 
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emperor when at about the end of July^ he sent to 
Ephesus a second commissioner, the count John, one 
of his confidants, was not yet on Cyril's side : the royal 
order delivered by count John confirmed all three de- 
positions, that of Nestorius, of Cyril and of Memnon', 
and when John committed all three into close custody, he 
consigned Nestorius to the care of count Candidianus, 
who was inclined towards him, while Cyril seems to have 
been treated in a less fiiendly manner'. The question 
of the doctrine was regarded by the court as still open ; 
and as count John was not able to bring the parties at 
Ephesus to an understanding with one another, in the 
second half of August* delegates of each group were 
called to the capital, or rather to the neighbouring city 
of Chalcedon, for further negotiations. But as regards 
the persons one decision was given just at this time : 
the emperor resolved about the end of August^ to send 

1 Hefele,n, 219, note2. * Man s i, nr, 1395 f. 

> Mansi» nr, 1898 B=y, 780b; comp. Liber HeradidUj Bedjan, . 
p. 3871.; Naa,p. 248f. 

^ A letter written by the Antioohian delegates immediately after 
their arriyal at Chalcedon dates from Qorpiaei mentU undedmo^ 
(Mansi^Y, 794 B=:iy, 1406 e), i.e. according to Tillemont (edition of 
Venice, ziv, 776 f) the 4th or the 11th of September: and although 
each of these dates seems to me open to controversy (comp. Panly 's 
Real-Encycloplidiet 2nd edition, yn, 1664), we can and must let the 
matter rest. Nearly the same time, as given by both dates, is 
indicated by the course of events. 

^ Eight days before the letter mentioned in the preceding note was 
written (Mansi, v, 794 a). — The Alexandrian report in Mansi, v, 
255 and 658 f., connecting the imperial order regarding Nestorius — 

L. N. 4 
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back Nestorius into his monastery. This resolve which 
was followed, though perhaps not instantly^, by the 
return of Nestorius to Antioch, seemed regrettable to all 
Antiochians^ but corresponded, as we saw, to the request 
of Nestoriua The emperor, however, did not order this 
because Nestorius had wished it. Nestorius was now 
in open dis&vour; not even his name could be mentioned 
before the emperor^ But as for Cyril the situation 
had changed in his &vour : he had been able to escape 
from custody and to return to Alexandria^ and as 

erroneouBly stjling it u& order of hanUkmmt-^mih. the election of 
MftTiTnlan, which happened a month later, is not trostworthy (oomp. 
Tillemont, nv, 777 a). 

^ Nestorius, ep, 10 {Neitorianaf p. 195f.=Mansi, y, 793), and 
the epiftola proifecH, answered by this letter, seem to indicate a delay, 
and the Antiochians as late as in their answer to the second letter 
of their delegates (for the heading of chapter zxvi in Mansi, v, 794, 
belongs to chapter zxvin, comp. Bibliotheea CasinennSy i, 1, p. 60) 
apparently did not know anything about the departure of Nestorius, 
for they wrote only: ea verot quae contra penonamf quae injmHHam 
pertuUt, facta iuntt cognoscentee, totius ohstuporU iumu$ taeitumitate 
percuUi (Mansi , y, 796 b). 

a Comp. epiit, legat. orient., Mansi, y, 794 ab i.^imperatoriplacu- 
erit, dofiUnum Nettorium db Ephe$o dimittiy quocumque ire voluerit, 
Et omnino doluit anima nostra^ qvia^ H hoc verum e»t, ea, quae 
al)squejudicio et UUcite facta sunt, interim roborari videntwr, 

s Comp. Theodoreti ep. ad Alex. Hieropd,, Mansi, y, 800 b, and 
epiitola legatorum orientalium, Mansi, iy, 1420 b (=y, 802 a). 

* That Cyril escaped from custody is tbld not only by Acacius 
of Beroea (Mansi, y, 819 o: dum custodiretur in Epheso, fuga est 
U8U8) and by Nestorius {Liher Heraclidis, Bedjan, p. 388; Nau, 
p. 249 : CyriUe„Jchappa h ceux qui le gardaient..., et gagna »a vxUe) ; 
also the postscript giyen to the ultima tacra imperatoris ad eynodum 
(Mansi, ly, 1465; y, 805) in the Synodicon (Mansi, y, 805) says: 
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successor to Nestorius a man was elected, Maximian by 
name, with whom he could be quite satisfied^ And 
when the emperor, though no decision had been reached 
at Chalcedon, oflScially dissolved the council, Cyril's 
return to Alexandria was allowed and Memnon was 
permitted to remain in his office at Ephesus^. 

This change of feeling in the court is explained by 
Nestorius in a passage of his Treatise of Heradidea by 
the fact, as he thinks, that Cyril gave or promised 
much money to the count John and through him to 
the emperor*. He presumes, that the favour which 
John showed towards him was as unreal as his disfavour 
towards Cyril, as this dis&vour only enabled him to let 
Cyril escape from custody*. The narration by which 
Nestorius tries to prove this assertion*^ is very similar 

mUta 8<icra ultima omnium^ directa est, quando jam redierat in 
Hvitatem tuam heatm CyrHl'M, Now this tacra was later than 
the conseczation of Maxiniian whioh took place on the 25th of 
October (Sooiates, 7, 37, 19; Mansi, y, 255b=659a: :po»t hoc): 
the Alexandrian depnties of the Ephesian synod assisted at this 
consecration (Mansi, y, 255=668; OyrU, ^. 82, Migne, 77, 
157 f.=Mansi, y, 265), and the Antiochian deputies, too, had not 
yet departed from Chalcedon, although they were not allowed to 
assist at Maximian*s consecration (Aoacius Beroe., Mansi , y, 819 gd). 
But Cyril arriyed at Alexandria as early as October SOth (Mansi, 
y, 255c»659a); hence he left Ephesos before the council was 
dissolyed. 

1 Comp. Cyril, ep.S2 (Migne, 77, 157 f.; Mansi, y, 265) 

* Mansi, ly, 1765b; y, 805b. 

' Bedjan,p. 885£f.; Nan, p. 247 £f. 

« Bed j an, p. 388; Nan, p. 249. 

<^ Bedjan,p. 885; Nan, p. 247 f. 

4—2 
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to that which we find in a letter of Acacius of Beroea, 
written as early as 431 ^ But in this letter it is the 
eunuch Scholasticus, not count John, who is bribed, 
and other differences, too, are to be observed. We 
see, therefore, that Nestorius is repeating party-gossip. 
Nevertheless there may be a foundation of truth in this 
gossip, for Nestorius and the Antiochians complain 
again and again — ^and, as we shall see, not without 
grounds — of the briberies of Cyril In another place 
in his Treaiise of Heradidea Nestorius tells us, that 
the AiLgtbsta Pulcheria supported Cyril, because he, 
Nestorius, offended her by not paying her, on account of 
doubts about her virtue, the ceremonial honours which 
she as a virgin demanded^; and in this narration the 
disfavour, which Nestorius had experienced at the hands 
of Pulcheria, cannot be an invention of the writer. 
Then it is interesting to note that Cjnril in the 
beginnings of the controversy tried, as we saw^ to win 
Pulcheria to his cause, and afterwards, as we shall see*, 
sought her favour even by means of presents. But the 
endeavours of Cjnil to gain favour with Pulcheria are 
only one example of his intrigues. More generally 
speaking it can be said : it was essentially Cjnil's work, 
that the council of Ephesus, demanded by Nestorius 

^ ad Alexandr. Hierop,, Mansi , y, 819 c. 

^ Bed j an, p. 148; Nan, p. 89; oomp. ^. €td Cosmam, Nan, 
p. 368, 8. 

* Above, p. 42. 

^ Below, p. 55, note 3. 
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himself and hailed by him with joy, led to the result 
that Nestorius lost the emperor's favour and his 
bishopric. It was the tragedy of Nestorius' life, that, 
in Ephesus, the question was whether he should be 
overthrown or Cyril, a man as unscrupulous as he was 
greedy of power. 

4 

After the transactions at Ephesus the tragedy of 
Nestorius' life came to its end in two acts, the first 
of which is now to be treated. I say afler the transac- 
tions at Ephesus and not after the council of Ephesus^ 
for "a council of Ephesus," an ecumenical council of 
Ephesus, never existed. Two party-councils had sat 
and cursed each other; the dogmatic question had 
remained undecided. The Antiochians continued to 
hold Nestorius in esteem and to treat as heretical the 
anathematisms of Cyril; the latter, for his part, regarded 
Nestorius as a condemned heretic and had grounds for 
thinking that his council had proved his anathematisms^ 
The church of the East was divided. The emperor, 
assisted by Maximian, the new bishop of Constantinople, 
forced the parties to a peace by means of the union 
of 433. The document of this union between Cyril 
and the Antiochians is Cyril's epistola ad orientaies\ 
in which he accepted an Antiochian confession of &ith, 

1 Gomp. Tillemont, Memoiref, edition of Venioe, xiv, 39S and 
p. 758 (note 26). 

« ep. 89, Migne, 77, 178-181. 
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composed in 431 at Ephesus, probably by Theodoret. 
The prolonged transactions which led to this union are 
even in their details sufficiently known to ua But 
I am glad not to have to treat them now; for the 
Treatise of Heraclides, although very often dealing with 
this union, adds nothing to our knowledge here, as far 
as I have been able to see. 

I remark only, that Nestorius in his Treatise of 
Heraclides gives a sharp and right characterisation 
of the situation which preceded the union^. Cyril 
and John of Antioch had each two wishes in the event 
of peace. Cyril wished to see acknowledged, firstly his 
council and the condemnation of Nestorius, secondly 
his anathematisms ; John on the other side wished as 
ardently that the first should not take place and 
secondly, that Cjnil should recant his anathematisms. 
Cyril, in order to retain his power, let himself be 
bartered down to a great extent. He accepted the 
Antiochian confession of faith and was contented with 
the fact that his anathematisms were not condemned. 
But he did not give up the demand, that his council 
should be acknowledged and Nestorius be anathematised. 
He again set in play all his possible means for attaining 
this end. And here we are in a position to follow 
his actions by means of documents, which show clearly 
that he did not even hold himself back troxa bribery. 
These documents are a letter of Cjnil's archdeacon 
1 Bedjan, pp. 395-408; Nan, pp. 254-259. 
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Epiphanius to Maximian of Constantinople^ and, sup- 
plementing it, a list of the presents which Cyril at the 
same time sent to Constantinople^. I regret that time 
forbids me to quote this letter, but I beg every one who 
holds my judgment upon Cyril to be too harsh, to begin 
his study on the holiness of this man by reading this 
letter*. The aim of Cyril's intrigues and briberies 

1 Mansi,v,9S7-989. 

* Bihliotheea CatinenHi, i, 2 {FlorUegium CaHneme), p. 46 f., 
oomp. 1, 1, p. 72. 

' Now in the printed text I am able to add some quotations, 
Mansi, y, 986t>:.., Nunc igitutf domne mi $ancH$nme, impone tibi 
amne in hoe canua itudium. Seriptum e$t a domino meo, friUre veitro, 
et dominae anciUae dH reverenUsHmae Pulcheriae et ptfupoHto 
Paulo et RomanOt cuhiculario^ et dominae Marcellae, eubietdariaet 
et dominae Droteriae, etdirectae iuntbenedietionee dignae 
eii. Et ei, qui contra eeeleiiam eit, ChryioretipraepoHto, magnifi- 
cenUitvmu Aristolaus paratue est scribere de nonnuUiti quae angdus 
tuu$ (read : sanctitas tua = i^ 0-^ dyi&ntt ? oomp. Mansi, note i) deheat 
impetrare; et ipsi veto dignae trantmiaae iunt eulogiae 
(comp. in the list of presents, BiU, Cas. i, 2, p. 47 a: Praeposito 
Chryioretif ut nos impugnare deiinat, eoacti tumui du- 
plieia deitinare), ScripHt autem dominui meui^ frater vetter^ et 
domno Seholattico (comp. BiU. Cat. l.c. p. 47 &, and above, p. 52) 
et magnificenUssimo Arthehae, ut ipH eonveniant etpertuadeant Ckry- 
toreH tandem desUtere ab oppugnaUone eedetiae; et iptii veto 
Venedietionee dignae direetae nuU. Fettina igitur et tu ipte^ 
$anetimmet tupplieare dominae oftdUae dei Pulcheriae Auguttae^ 
ta iterum ponat animam euam pro Domino Christo—puto emm, quod 
nunc non tatie curet pro sanetimmo ve$trofratre CyriUo ut et omnee^ 
qui nmt in paiatio regis j et quicquid (read: quod aliquidf) avaritiae 
eorumdeest, quanquam non desintet ipsidiversae benedictiones — , 
ut scribat increpative Joannit quo nee memoria iUius impU (yiz. 
Nestoru) fiat. Seribatur vero et magn^ficentissimo Aristolao, ut 
instet ei (viz. c/oofmi) ceUriter. Et roga dominam Olympiadem, ut 
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shown by this letter was, that John of Antioch and his 
friends should be made willing to accept the judgment 
of his synod against Nestorius. John of Antioch 
yielded to Cyril at this point: to bring about the 
union he payed the heavy price of giving up his 
old friend. The same price was paid by almost all 
Antiochians who accepted the union, only Theodoret 
and a few others being excused from doing so. 

From that time forth one could speak in eccle- 

^siastical phraseology of the holy ecumenical council of 

/ Ephesus, which had condemned Nestorius. Nestorius 

/' could have accepted the confession of faith on which the 

\\9 union was based. It was, therefore, really tragic that the 

anathema against him was the price of the peace. He 

\ was now also robbed of his former friends, and there 

; cannot be the least doubt that for this painftil experience, 

\ too, he had to thank Saint CyriL 

et ipia eoa4juvet no$ et ut insvper roget Marcellam et Droseriamt 
quia ioHs earn paHenUr atueuUatU.^Et damtnu^ meum ionctUHmum 
DalmaHtm <ibhatem roga, ut et imperatori mandet^ terribili eum 
eanjuroitione conitringem, et ut eMctHarioi omne$ ita comtringat, ne 
iUius (viz. Nestorii) memoHa uUeriui fiat, et Banctum Eutychen, ut 
eoneertetpro nobU^.Sutjeetue autem hrevii (comp. above p. 55, note 2) 
o$tendit, quibut Mne direetae tkU euhgiae, ut et ipee noverii, quantum 
pro tua ionetitate laboret Atexandrma eceletia, quae tantapraettat 
hii qui illic sunt; clerici efdm^ qui Me #tmt, eontrUtafUur, quod 
eedetia Alexa/ndrina nudtUa $it hu^ut causa tutbdae^.De tua eeeleiia 
praeeta avaHHae quorum noiti, ne Alexa$^drinam eedetiam eontriitent. . . 
Festinet autem $anctUa$ tua rogare dominam Puleheriam, utfaeiat 
dominum Laueum intrare et praepoHtum fterif ut Chrytoretii (oomp. 
above) potentia dietolvcUur et sic dogma nostrum roboretur. 
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The last act of our tragedy may be treated shortly, 
but it stretches over a much longer period than any 
of the others. It was opened by the banishment of 
Nestorius to Oasis in the year 435^, and not until 
sixteen years later was it closed by Nestorius' death*. 

We have only two accounts which give us informa- 
tion as to how this banishment of Nestorius came about. 
Nestorius himself, as we learn from Evagrius, narrated 
that for four years he had enjoyed at Antioch various 
tokens of esteem, but had then been banished to Oasis 
by order of Theodosius^ Evagrius adds that Nestorius 
did not say how fitting a measure this was, for also in 
Antioch Nestorius had not ceased his blasphemy, with 
the result that even Bishop John complained about \ 
it, and Nestorius was condemned to permanent exiled 
The Nestorian legend, too, tells us that Nestorius had 
lived four years in Antioch and that then John of 
Antioch had caused his banishment out of jealousy 
of his influenced That the first part of this account 
goes back to Nestorius' own narration is made probable 
by its concurrence with the words of Nestorius in 
Evagrius. It is, therefore, probable that also the 

1 Oomp. below, note 3. > Comp. above, p. 19 and 22. 

> Evagrius, h. e, 1, 7, ed. Bidez and Parmentier, p. 13, 12 £f. 
« 1. o.p. 13, 16fF. 

^ M. Bridre, La Ugende iyriaque de Nettorius {Bevue de VOrient 
ehretient 1910, p. 21; Nan, p. zzi, note 1). 
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account given about John of Antioch in both sources 
is derived from Nestorius. ffis banishment according 
to this account took place in the year 4f35^. In the 
same year, on the 30th of July, Theodosius, the emperor, 
issued an edict which ordered the impious books of the 
detestable Nestorius against the orthodox piety and 
against the decrees of the Sjmod of Ephesus to be 
burnt, and which gave the name of Simonians (that 
of an ancient heretical party) to his adherents*. The 
wording of this edict and the account of Evagrius that 
Nestorius had not ceased his blasphemy in Antioch 
could make possible the conjecture^ that the banish- 
ment of Nestorius and this edict against his books were 
caused by what he had written in Antioch, especially by 
his Tragedy which dealt with the decrees of the synod 
of Ephesua But this conjecture has its difficulties^. 
We are, therefore, obliged to take the edict as referring 
to the earlier books of Nestorius and the account 
of Evagrius to spoken blasphemies. All the more 
important in this connection must have been the in- 
stigatory eflforts of John of Antioch. Pope Celestine, 
too, petitioned the emperor as early as 432 for the 
exile of Nestorius^ and Cyril was probably working with 

^ Four years after the synod of Ephesus, oomp. above, p. 57, note 3. 
3 Mansi, ▼, 413 f.; cod. TheodoHamu, 16, 5, 66. 
' Neitorianat p. 88. 

* For according to Evagrius (1. o. p. 13, 15 f .) Nestorius mentioned 
in his Tragedy his banishment to Oasis. 

* Mansi, v, 271b. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OF NESTORIUS' LIFE 59 

the same end in view. These latter are not much to be 
blamed for this wish. It is not the same with John 
of Antioch. He may have had, even if jealousy was 
out of the question, many grounds for finding the stay 
of Nestorius in Antioch disagreeable — ^his mere presence, 
after the union, was a reproach to him — ^but he has 
i^much impaired his good renown by this Judas-deed. 
And for Nestorius it was the consummation of his ^ 
tragic fortune that his final banishment was caused by 
his former Mend. 

How rich the years of exile were in tragic events 
we have seen already in the first lectured I merely 
remark here that Nestorius in these years was even 
before his death a dead man for the world — I mean 
the orthodox church. He now was nothing but the 
condemned heretic, nothing but the cause of offence 
thrust out firom the people of Qod. 

He was really not dead : he hailed with joy the 
change of the situation after the robber-synod, hailed 
with joy Leo's letter to Flavian, hailed with joy the \ 
new council he saw in prospect*. He did not live to 
experience the fiEU5t that this council, too, condemned 
him and that also Theodoret, who even up to his death 
held to him, was forced to consent to this condemna- 
tion^. With this the tragedy of Nestorius' life came 
to an end. Now he was regarded by all in the church 
as a cursed heretic; now for him cam^ to pass what, 
^ Above, p. 17 f. 2 Comp. above, p. 251. ' Mansi, vn, 188 f. 
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according to the edict of 435, was to be the fortune 
of his adherents: he had not only supported the 
punishment of being covered with ignominy durmg his 
lifetime, but also after his death did not escape from 
ignominy^ 

The orthodox saw in his sufferings nothing but a 
just penalty: Nestorius himself called his life a tragedy. 
I, too, used the same expression. But his life was a 
tragedy only if he was guiltless. The question as to 
whether he was guiltless shall occupy us in the next 
two lectures. 



in 

In the last lecture we spoke about the tragedy 
of the life of Nestorius. Was it really a tragedy f His 
enemies regarded his sufferings as deserved punishment 
for his impiety. Were they wrong? Was Nestorius 
really the guiltless victim of a tragic fortune ? He was. 
It is this which I wish to prove in this and the next 
lecture. 

I do not mean that Nestorius was altogether guiltless 
in his life's misfortune. He was incautious, passionate 
and reckless, and this, as we saw in the preceding lecture, 
was not without unfavourable influence upon the course 

1 Man si, y, 413 b: /uiire j^Qvrat rifuapUis, fi'^rt 0o»6mat drifdas 
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of events. But no hero of a tragedy is quite guiltless. 
And we Christians know that we all have the old Adam 
in us as long as we live. 

Only by understanding the word "guiltless" in a 
broader sense I am able to say that Nestorius was 
guiltless. His guilt was very slight in comparison with 
the heavy weight of his suflferings. 

Socrates, the church historian, regarded, as we saw^, 
the dogmatic charges against Nestorius as essentially 
unfounded. He thought the foult of Nestorius was his 
lack of knowledge ^ But I must decline to accept for 
Nestorius this privilegium ignorantiae. It is true that 
Nestorius at first did not know that the term deoroKo^ 
was used by some of the orthodox Fathers of the fourth 
century. But this lack of knowledge is not a sign 
of ignorance. I won't say that Nestorius was a learned 
man. Neither the firagments of his works nor his 
Treatiae of Heraclides show patristic or philosophical 
erudition. But his education was not in any way a 
merely rhetorical one. The Treatise of Heraclides and 
many of the earlier known fi:^gments of Nestorius prove 
that, in spite of some inaccuracies in his terminology^, 
he was a theologian well educated in dogmatics. 

Luther thought that,' besides his want of learning, it 
was fatal for Nestorius that he was a boorish and proud 

1 Above, p. 20. 

^ h, e. 7, 32, 8 : irfpoovm-a i^vpLaKOi rhv Mpa, 

' Oomp. below, p. 90, note 1. 
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man^ This judgment was based on a very insufficient 
knowledge of the sources. But it may give us occasion 
to enquire whether the personal character of Nestorius 
was the cause of his tragic fortune. 

Nestorius was passionate and dogmatic. John of 
Antioch reminds him in a letter of a scene from their 
earlier life in common, which may prove this*. And 
^en an account, which is friendly to Nestorius, tells 
about him, that he was lacking in courtesy and 
amiability^ This characteristic is really shown in his 
letters to CyriL Also his letters to Rome are not 
exactly models of courtesy. And even from the pulpit 
he sometimes declaimed against his enemies in a rough 
and passionate manner^ 

The account, which denied him amiability, points 
in explanation of this characteristic to the fact that 
Nestorius, as a monk, had no experience of worldly 
affidrs^ Indeed, it was an unpolished nature he 
showed. But the merits of this naturalness came out 
as clearly as the demerit& Even now we see some- 
thing straight and open in the letters and in the 
polemics of Nestorius. And comparing his writings 

1 Comp. above, p. 21. * Mansi, iv, 1064 d. 

* ^, ad Coitnam, Nau, p. 864, 9: C^itait tm homme exceUent et 
jdUmiS, qui n'avait ptu Vexp4rience de$ aff(Ure$ du monde et qui 
manquait de et qWon appeUe amahUiU. 

« In a sermon (Neitoriana, p. 300) he addressed Cyril : Qmd per- 
turhatianei ferinis rugiHlnu adferre ecnarii t 

* Comp. above, note 8. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OP NESTORIUS 63 

with those of Cyril, which overflow with so-called piety, 
and even with some of the letters of John of Antioch^, 
we are agreeably impressed by observing that Nestorius . 
did not wrap up his thoughts in pious phrases. It is 
also deserving of mention that Nestorius, where he 
had confidence, showed nothing of narrow-minded 
sensitiveness. His answer to the above-mentioned 
letter of John of Antioch is proof enough of this*. I 
think he was also sincere when he asked Cyril the 
reproachful question: Why did you not write me a 
friendly letter and inform me of the troubles in Egypt, 
their cause and the mminer of settling them, instead 
of writing to the monks about my doctrine* ? 

And it would be quite wrong to presume that 
Nestorius had also in his intellect something rough 
and blunt. He is, on the contrary, acute in his thinking, 
not without ability in his polemics, and here and there, 
by the use of fitting images, he shows that he was 
capable of fine observation*. 

The reproach that he was proud is still less well 
grounded. He seems to have had an exalted idea of 
the bishop's position to which he was called ^ This will 

1 Ck)mp. e.g. his letter to Cyril, mentioned above p. 47, Mansi, 
IV, 1121. * ep. vn, NeiUyriana, ^p. 163-186. 

* Liher Hefa>cl%dU, Bed j an, p. 1581.; Nau, p. 96. 

« Comp. Liber Herach, Bedjan, p. 188, Nau, p. 113 (outtle- 
fishes), B. p. 189»N. 114 (fights with chUdren), p. 204=123 (timid 
dogs), p. 338=217 (drowsy men), p. 438=280 f. (wounded snakes). 

I do not point here to the famous apostrophe, which, aooording 
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explain why he wrote to the Boman bishop with a 
self-conscious assurance and agreed without hesitation 
to become the judge of Cyril. But this self-con- 
sciousness of office was something other than pride 
and greed of power and glory. This is convincingly 
proved by the feu^t, that Nestorius himself offered the 
emperor to return to his monastery^; and he did not 
only offer this, but he proved by the deed, that he 
easily gave up his episcopal honours^. One cannot call 
him proud who regarded nothing more blissful than 
the calm stillness of the monastery^ And when in his 
exile he surrendered himself to the governor, as we 
saw*, he showed himself not only straightforward and 
honest, but also proved that he did not set a high value 
on himself and his life. Finally his remark that he did 
not write to Leo of Rome lest he should bring him into 
discredit^ may be taken as proof that striving after 
glory and honour and esteem was far from him. 

May we now realise that, nevertheless, in the 
personal character of Nestorius are to be found the 
grounds for the tragic course of his life ? It is intelligible 

to Socrates (7, 29, 4f.), he gave to the king in his first sermon at 
Ck)n8tantinople : A6s /uot, w /3a<riXe0, Kodapiuf rV 7^ tQw aipert/cwr, 
K&ytb ffoi rhv oipwhv dm-idiixrta. For here, I think, Nestorius is to 
be assumed as having spoken in the name of Ood. 

1 Comp. above, p. 48. 

3 Comp. ep. iz, Nestoriana, p. 194, 14 f. : a me, teste deo, episco- 
paZis honor faciUime respuatur, 

» 1.0. p. 194, 22. * Above, p. 18. 

* Above, p. 22. 
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that a man with such characteristics was not exactly 

/suited to the taste of the court and especially of the 

encircle of that most pious lady, the Augtuta Pulcheria; 

he was not cut out for a courtier. But even if the 

ground of his misfortune were to be found here, his life 

should nevertheless be called a tragedy, for his sufferings 

would have been too harsh a punishment. We can, 

however, hardly assume that the characteristics we 

discussed were the cause of Nestorius' unhappy 

£9tte. For he enjoyed the favour of the court as long 

as he lived in Constantinople and even longer, and his 

enemies never pretended, as far as I know, that his 

^^ guilt rested in his personal character. 

His enemies condemned him for his teaching. It 
.^^ is, therefore, his teaching that we must examine. 

Nestorius was an Antiochian as regards his theo- 
logical upbringing. I do not believe that he was a per- 
sonal pupil of Theodore of Mopsuestia — ^the chronology 
contradicts this, and there are no convincing arguments 
for this assumption^ But that he was educated in the 
traditions of the Antiochian school is without doubt. 

The Antiochian Christology is most easily compre- 
hended, if we contrast it with Apollinarism, condemned 
by the church about fifty years before Nestorius became 
bishop of Constantinople. Apollinaris of Laodicea is 
well known to have taught that a real incarnation 
and a real unity of the historical person of Christ was 
1 Comp. Waloh, KeUerhisUme v, 315 f. 

L.N. 6 
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odIj intelligible, if the Logos took on himself not 
a perfect man, that is body and animal soul and 
intellectual soul or intellect, but joined himself with a 
human body and a human soul in such a manner that 
he himself became the intellect, the moving principle, 
in the new and united being. This idea of a substantial 
unity between the Logos and the human nature which 
resulted in the new and composite nature of the 
incarnate Logos seemed to the Antiochians to do away 
with the true manhood of Christ and with the possibility 
of his moral development. They taught, therefore, 
that the divine and the human nature in Christ were 
to be regarded as perfect each in itself, a human free 
will, too, having to be assumed in Christ To maintain 
this, they laid stress on the assertion that the two 
natures in Christ were not altered by their union as 
substances which are chemically combined. Hence 
they did not think the union to be a substantial one. 

Before going further I will make a short remark 
about the term naiwre, deferring discussion of the term 
substance till later. I can do it by quoting Professor 
Bethune-Baker. For this scholar is right in sajring 
that the term nature at that time meant all the 
attributes or characteristics attached to a substance 
and as a whole alwajns associated with it^. Apollinaris 
saw in Christ but one substance, viz. the substance of 

^ Comp. Bethune-Baker, Neitoritu and his teaching^ p. 48. 
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the Logos, to which in addition to its own characteristioB 
those of the imperfect human nature were attached. 

Nestorius was as strong an opponent of this 
Apollinaristic doctrine as any other Antiochian. Re- 
garding his zeal in opposing it, it is characteristic that 
he almost always named ApoUinaris in the same breath 
with Alius and Eunomius or placed the Apollinarists and 
the Arians side by side^ He had a right to do so ; for 
the Arians were the first who looked at the incarnation, 
like Apollinaris, in a — I do not say serious — ^but 
mythical light. The pre-existent son of Ood, so was 
their teaching, really changed into man, taking the 
body £rom the virgin as his body so that he himself 
became the soul of this body and the subject of all 
experiences which are told of Jesus: he hungered, 
suffered, died. Hence the Arian Eudoxius expressly 
said that there were not in Christ two natures, the 
whole being one combined nature*. Nestorius knew 
of course that Apollinaris, differing from the Arians, 
regarded the pre-existent Son of God, following the 
decree of the Nicene S3mod, as ofioova-io^ r^ irarpi, 
and, at least in the second period of his development, 

1 Gomp. NeiUyriaiui, p. 166, 19; 170, 80; 179, 4; 181, 18; 182, 
8; 184, 15; 185, 12; 194, 16; 208, 16; 267, 16; 273, 61.; 300, 20; 
301, 4. 5. 16; 305, 15 f.; 312, 7; Liher HeracL, e,g. B. 252=N. 152; 
B. 261 =N. 157. 

' Hahn, BibUothek der Symbole und OUmbemregeln, 3rd edition, 
Breslau, 1897, § 191 p. 262: oi 86o ^<rei», ixel M rAetot fv ApSfMros, 
dXX* i^nl ^l^rxv^ ^^^^ ^ capxl • fda rb SKop icard a^Oeaw ^^is, Ck)mp. 
Nestorius, Liber Her. B. 12=N. 6, 5. 

6—2 
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conceded that this \6yo^ took on a human body with a 
soul^ ; but he was right in minimising this difference. 
Here and there, he argued, the peculiar human nature 
of Christ became perfect only when the Logos was added 
to it, neither here nor there is Christ a real man as we^; 
and with acute perception he brings to light the 
weakness of Apollinaris' theory. Even if, he says, the 
incarnation was thought by Apollinaris to be a voluntary 
action of the Logos, nevertheless as soon as the unity 
between the Logos and the body with human soul 
was perfected, the union was after the manner of a 
substantial one, not voluntary: the Logos was forced 
nolens volens to suffer what his body and soul suffered*. 
And a second difficulty, too, is seen by Nestorius, 
a difficulty which afterwards gave trouble to the 
scholastics. If the Son, so Nestorius argues, was united 
substantially with the human nature, the same must be 
assumed also of the Father and the Holy Spirit because 
of the unity of substance in the Godhead, but if the 
Father and the Spirit had not, in the same measure as 
the Son, partaken in the sufferings of the historic 
Jesus, then the unity of substance with the Father and 
the Spirit is taken from the Son^ 

But these difficulties of thinking are not the 
chief stumbling-block for Nestorius as regards the 

1 l46«rfler. B.60=N. 81. 

3 1.0. B. 60 f., 52 ff. =N. 31, 32 ff. 

» 1.0. B. 66 f . =N. 36. * 1.0. B. 66, 6S=N. 86, 86. 
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Apollinaristio teaching. The chief cause of offence for 
him is, that the Logos appeared here as capable of 
suffering and dying and, therefore, his divine nature as 
altered in itsel£ In opposition to these thoughts 
Nestorius held by the Antiochian doctrine, afberwards 
also acknowledged by the council of Chalcedon, that 
the two natures in Christ were each perfect in itself 
and unaltered. 

This was also conceded by Cyril. In his epistola^ 
dogmatica to Nestorius he had written: The natures 
which are brought together into a true union are different, 
hit of the two there is one Christ and one son, the 
difference of the natvres not being destroyed by the 
umon^; and in contradiction to ApoUinaris he, too, 
contended that the Logos took on a perfect human 
nature, not only body and animal soul, but also an 
intellectual soul or a human intellect*. Where then 
was the difference between this Alexandrian exponent 
of the two natures and Nestorius? Cjnril's formula, 
also in the quotation which I have given, was: one 
Christ out of both, out of two natures. This formula is 
at the first glance unintelligible, since Cyril would not 
assert a mixture of the natures and, apart £rom some 
incautious utterances^ really did not do so; but it 

^ ^. 4 Migne, 77, 45o: did^poi ithf td Tp6s ip&n/ra riip iXriBa^p 
avpaxdtiffoi ^^eit * efr bk i^ dfjL^0T4p<ap Xpiarbs koI v26$ * o^x ^s rV twc 
^i^ireiop ika^opat daropfiitUpifi dcd r^ Irovtr jc.r.X. ^ 1.0. p. 45 B. 

* Comp. e.g. de reeta fide ad Theodoe. 40, Migne, 76, 1193 b: 
'Ii^o-oOr Xpitf7dt...e/r hf n rb it^mJ^b ^vyKel/itPOf. 
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~i8 explained in Cyril by another term, viz. that of 
hypottaHc timon: Cjrril teaches a ivmai,^ Kaff viroaraa-iv, 
Nestorius, on the contrary, protested against this phrase. 
In his Treatise of Heraclides he deals much with the 
question of this phrase and openly says that he did not 
understand it then (when he first heard it) and did not 

Understand it now^ 

Indeed this term has its difficulties. If we wish 
to comprehend in which sense Cyril made use of it 
and Nestorius opposed it, we must, as Professor 
Bethune-Baker rightly remarks^ put out of the 
question that meaning of the term which is taught by 
the council of Chalcedon and adopted by the orthodoxy 
of later times, for this meaning is a result of a 
development, which was not yet completed when Cyril 
and Nestorius wrote. Originally vnoaraai^ is a 
synonym of ova-Uf if this latter is understood in the 
sense of real being; both words then may be translated 
by substance. As synonymous with ovala the term 
iiroaTcun^ appears in the Nicene creed, because the 
Logos here is deduced iic r^9 ova-la^ rov irarpo^ and the 
assertion is anathematised, that he was if^ i^^pa^oi^ia^ 
^xnroardaem. And Athanasius said even about the 
end of his life : 17 xmoaraai^ ovaia iari ical ovBkv aWo 
cfffuuvofievop ixH fj avro ro iv\ Avro to Sp,ihe being 
itself— tha,t is the meaning of virSaraa-i^. The term 

1 Liber Her. B. 228=N. 188. * NeitoHui and Ms tetuhing, p. 47. 
< od ii/fo« 4, Migne, 26, 1086b. 
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means^ ro vvotcelfievop, as Aristotle said, the nltimate 
reality which is the bearer of all the attributes which 
are called the nature of a thing, the svbstance in the 
sense in which the earlier philosophy, that of the 
middle ages included, made use of thia term and which 
was afterwards criticised by Locke and Hume. The 
term ovcla could also be used in a generic sense and 
then received a meaning similar to kind or nature, hnt 
iirocraat^ means only that which ovcLa could mean 
in addition to its other meaning, viz., a single and 
really existing being, whether material or immaterial 
As regards the doctrine of the Trinity these two terms, 
originally synonymous to some extent, were differen- 
tiated : one spoke of fiia ova-La and rpcw viroaraaei^ in 
the Trinity; but, as Professor Bethune-Baker rightly 
observed^ there is not any clear evidence that a similar 
usage, a similar differentiation between ovcla and 
virocrcun^, had been extended in the time of Cyril to 
the christological problem. Hence in the discussion 
between Cyril and Nestorius on the relation of the 
Godhead and manhood in Christ the term iir6<rraai,^ 
must be_ understood as essentially synonymous with 
ovcla . Now Nestorius, just as the earlier Antiochians, 
believed that the natures of Christ, as both really 
existing in him, had each their virocraci^ : he spoke 
of two inrocrdcei,^ with as little scruple as of two 

1 Comp. Bethnne-Bftker, Lo. p. 4Sff. 
s 1.0. p. 50. 
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natures in Christ^ Cjrril, on the contrary, expressly 
condemned the Biaipew ra^ viroardaei^ hri rov ipo^ 
XpMTToS*, the ivwai^ Ka0* vTroaraa-iv excluded for him 
the existence of two vwoarda-ei^ in Christ. In explaining 
this theory he is not always fortunate, and in his 
terminology he is not always consistent. Professor 
Bethune-Baker is right in saying: ''His use of the 
expression evwn^ ^iHrifcij gives strong support to the 
view that he used the parallel expression Ivfoai^ Kaff 
viroaraa-ip in the sense of suhstantial rather than in 
the sense of personal oneness^" Nevertheless his real 
theory is cle€u:ly to be perceived. The divine Logos, 
he thinks, who naturally has his virocToat^or is an 
vm-otrraai^, remained the one and the same that he was 
before the incarnation, also after having assumed 
human nature. He took in his wroarain^ a human 
body, soul and intellect as his own body, soul ^d 
intellect, so that his human nature had, therefore, no 
vTToo-Taori?. Christ's human nature was, according to 
Cyril, nothing more than all the human characteristics 
taken as a whole, which the X070V a-ea-apKcofiipo^ had 
as such. It existed, so to speak, before the incarnation 
as the nature or substance of the human race; but 
afber the incarnation, because of the &a><re9 tcaff 

1 Comp. eg. Liber Her. B. 291=N. 184, B. 802=rN. 192, B. 805= 
N. 193 : On ne doit pas ^oncevoir une essence sans hypostases comme ft 
VtmUm avait eu lieu en une essence. 

* ep. 17, anath. 2, Migne, 77, 120 0. 

> Bethune-Baker, 1.0. p. 174. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OF KESTORIUS 78 

vTroaraa-iP, it cannot be regarded apart from the 
v'7r6<rrac&^ of the Logos. That is meant by Cjrrirs i/c 
Bvo <f>va'€(op el^. 

It is easy to perceive that this theory is not 
conceivable. If it meant that the Logos became man 
in the manner of a mythical metamorphosis, this would 
be, although a false, yet a somewhat intelligible theory, 
and I am conyinced that thousands of CyriFs adherents 
took this to be the meaning of his theory, and that 
even in our day thousands of simple Christian people 
understand the incarnation in this mythical interpreta- 
tion. Cyril, however, asserted that this was not his 
meaning. Then, as I said, his theory is not conceivable. 
For what is a nature which has no real existence of its 
own ? Is then the Logos not thought of as suffering 
and dying, in spite of Cyril's protest ? or can one speak 
of sufferings and death where there is no suffering or 
dying subject, but only an impersonal nature? And 
is it still possible to say that Christ was a man as we 
are, if the human nature existed in him only as assumed 
in the {nroaraat^ of the Logos and as having become 
his human nature? Nestorius is quite right in 
reproaching Cjrril that his doctrine resulted in a 
suppression of the manhood of Christ, for, according to 
Cyril's doctrine, the human intellect of Christ cannot be 
realised as operating in him^ The Christ of Cyril, as 

1 Liber Herae. B. 341=N. 218, oomp. B. 295=N. 187: Qu^eit ee 
que Vhomme parfait qui n*agitpa$ et qui n'ettpcu m& ieUm la nature 
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Nestorios ri^tly observed, did not think with the 
intellect of manhood, but with the intellect of the 
God-Xo^o^; he did not feel by means of a human soul 
but in unity with his Godhead etc.^ 

Nobody can doubt that the doctrine of the Antiochian 
school, which Nestorius held, was a clearer one. Christ, 
according to them, was really a man who thought and 
felt as a man and had his bodily, intellectual and moral 
development as other men. Nevertheless they asserted 
that Christ was also perfect in his Godhead, as the 
Logos is 6/ju)ovcio^ r^ irarpL But they were blamed 
by their opponents for not having brought these two 
ideas to such an agreement, that the oneness of the 
person of Christ became comprehensible. They were 
said to have divided Christ into two persons and two 
sons — ^the eternal son of God and the son of Mary, — 
the first being son of God by nature and the other only 
by adoption. 

Nestorius, too, is reproached for this, but he again 

and again protested against this reproach. Christ, as 

he continually says, was one: one Christ, one son of God, 

one Lord, one 7rp6c(o'!ropK Also in the Treatise of 

HercLclidee there are numerous explanations of this kind. 

If you, so he says to Cyril, understand by the hoxn^ 

de Vhommet II n*eit homme que de nom^ corpt de nom, dme ratUmneUe 
de rum, cdm qui n*eit pcu m& $eUm la nature de i<m Hre, etc. 

1 I.e. B. 261 =N. 162. 

s Comp. Neitoriana Index 8. v. CQiristas (p. 397 h), k6(M9 (p. 402 a), 
vU»t (p. 407 a), vpl>9wwo9 (p. 406 a). 
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Kaff virocraffip the union in the irpoamirov of Christy 
then I agree wUh yoii\ And with the formulaB which 
he saw proposed by Flavian of Constantinople' or found 
in Leo's letter to Flavian* he showed himself well 
contented*. 

Thus apologising for himself, Nestorius was not 
fortunate in his own time but he is in our time. For 
Professor Bethune-Baker has in his book on Nestorius 
and his teaching a particular chapter with the heading : 
"Two persons not the teaching of Nestorius*," and here 
we find Professor Bethune-Baker asserting: ''It is 
impossible to doubt that Nestorius was clear in his own 
mind that his doctrine of the incarnation safeguarded 
absolutely the unity of the subject. He did not think 
of two distinct persons joined together, but of a single 
person, who combined in Himself the two distinct 
substances. Godhead and manhood, with their charac- 
teristics {natures) complete and intact though united in 
HimV Of course Professor Bethune-Baker does not 
fail to recognise that the use of the term irpoa-mwop in 
Nestorius is somewhat "puzzling^," but nevertheless, 

1 Liber Hera4sl, B. 229sN. 138 (condensed translation). 

* Comp. Hahn , Bibliothek der Symbole, 3rd edition, § 223, p. 321 : 
h d^o <l>iff€cuf...ip fju^ inroardffii Kal iv M rpoci&rfp ha XptarSPt ha 
v26r, ^a Kipiw 6/tio\oyo0fAep, 

s Hahn, l.o. §224, pp. 321-330; unitas penonae in utraque 
tuUura irUelUgenda (o. 5, p. 326). 

4 Comp. above, p. 22 and 25. 

» pp. 82-100. • 1.0. p. 87. ' I.C. p. 97. 
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without much discussion of the term vpocmtrov — some 
remarks are given* — ^he arrives at the conclusion that 
Nestorius "used the term person {irpoatmov) to express 
that in which both the (Godhead and manhood of our 
Lord were one"*; and his final judgment is, that 
Nestorius, though not sharing the later orthodox 
phraseology which declares the human nature of the 
Lord impersonal in itself but personal in him only, 
nevertheless seems to have made an attempt to express 
the same conception in other terms'. 

Here, I am afi:^id, I cannot agree with Professor 
Bethune-Baker, however much I sjnnpathise with 
him in his doing justice to the miserable exile of Oasis. 

First, it must be emphasised that trpoafunrov is for 
Nestorius not the same as what we call person. For 
our notion oi person the main thing is the oneness of the 
subject or of the internal sel£ We can, therefore, use 
the \^Tm person only for rational beings or at least those 
living beings, in which — as in the case of the higher 
animals — ^we see some analogy to human thinking, 
feeling and willing. For Nestorius, who in this respect 
was influenced by the manner of speaking common at 
that time, the main thing in his notion of irpoanDirov, 
according to the etymology of the word and to the 
earlier history of its meaning*, was the external 

1 1.0. p. 97. « 1.0. . « 1.0. p. 9S. 

* Comp. Siegmund Sohlossmann, Penona vnd UpS^tawoif im 
Reeht und im ehristUehm Dogma, Kiel and Leipsio, 1906, p. 11 ff. 
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undivided appearance^ He was, therefore, able to 
call a bishop preaching from the pulpit the irpoacrrrov of 
the church (because the church appeared in him)^ and 
to say that Christ had exhibited in himself the 
irpoamirov of the hnmcm nature as being sinless^ In 
his opinion, I believe, everything had its irp6am'irov, 
that is its appearance, its kind of being seen and judged. 
In not a few places in Nestorius, it is true, the meaning 
of Trpoa-mirov coincides with our understanding of the 
termperson, e.g. "Cyril's wpoaoDirov"^ means Cyril, "these 
wpoaerrra" means these persons^ and eU ical o avr&i and 
hf irpoawirov maybe used alternately •. Nevertheless, 
before we go further, I must lay stress on the &ct that 
the notion of irpoatoirov in Nestorius grew upon 
another soil and, therefore, had a wider application than 
our term person. 

Coming now to the matter itself I must firstly remark 
that the places in which Nestorius, just as Theodore 

1 Comp. Liber Herack B. 89=N. 58: Uhamme est reconnu en 
effet au lephcwww humain, e*sst ek dire h Va^aparenee du corps et d, la 
forme {du serviteiwr)\ oomp. B. 81 ff.=N. 18 ff., where Nestorius is 
regarding a soldier's uniform as his re^wew. This oonoeption of 
Tpfxrwrw makes intelligible the phrasings we find B. 241 «N. 145 
(dans tout ce que lepros&pon comporte) and B. 276 =N. 174 (en tout ee 
qui forme le pros&pon). 

> Nestoriana, p. 882, 18. 

3 1,0. p. 289f 18f.: de^f ip iavrf rd tits ^i^eo^t Tpdawirop Afiafyrias 

* Liber Herod. B. 195=N. 117. 
« 1,0. B. 197=N. 118. 

• 1.0. B. 828=N. 206. 
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of MopsneBtia^ speaks about two irpoawira in Christ, 
viz. the irpoctnrov of the Godhead and the irpoaanrop 
of the manhood, are more namerous' than Professor 
Bethune-Baker's book' leads us to suppose. Nestorios 
as an adherent of the Antiochian school could as little 
realise a really existing nature without irpoawirov as 
without vir6fn'a4ri^\ for the whole of the characteristics 
which make the nature must, in his opinion, as 
necessarily have a form of appearance, i,e. a irpoatnrov, 
as a real being by which they are borne, i.e. an 
vwoaraa^^. One place in the Treaiiae o/Heradides is 
very characteristic in this respect. Here Nestorius is 
asking Cyril : Which of the natures do you ihink u 
without irpSawirov, that of the Godhead or that of the 
manhood? Then'you wiU no longer be (Me to say that 
the Ood'Logos was flesh and that the flesh was 8on^. 
That is : if you think the Godhead without irpocorrrov 
then there will be lacking the form of appearance which 
the manhood could take on, and if the manhood, then 

1 Oomp. de incam. ed. H. B. Swete, Theodori epue. Mops, in 
qmtolat B, PavU etc., n, 299, 18 ff. : Ihw /Up yiip rdf ^d^as StoKpl- 
tuafiof, rcXclor ri)r ^6irv roO $«ov "KSyov ^ofiir koI riXtiow rb irpbattro^ • 
oW Tdp dxpdffunrop itrrw ihrfurraauf elirup* reXe/or di /roi rifp rod 
dwOpi&Tov 0t^ir Kol rb wpdauwop bfiolus, Urca^ di M rifp avpi^uuf 
dxlStafMP, h Tpbcwww t6t€ 0a/i^y. 

* e.g. B. 78=N. 60; B. 94=rN. 61; B. 106»N. 69; B. 805== 
N. 194: les natures suhsistent dans lewrs prosSpons et dans lews 
natures ; B. 341 =N. 218. 

»p. 97f. 

^ Comp. Liber Herad, B. 316 =N. 202: pour ne pas f aire.., Us 
pros6pons sans hypostase. ^ B. 805 sN. 194. 
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the fonn of appearance of the flesh which the Logos 
could take on. 

Nevertheless the number of those places in which 
Nestorius asserts that there was one vpoatnrov in Christ 
is much greater than that of those in which he 
speaks about the irpoatoira in Christ. The former are 
found in great number already in the earlier known 
fragments^ and in a still greater in the Treatise of 
HerdclidesK This formula is to be held as charac- 
teristic of the teaching of Nestorius. He repeats again 
and again that the natures were united in the one 
TrpoatoTTov of Christ. But what does he understand by 
this? 

At first we must answer: Nestorius has in his mind 
the undivided appearance of the historic Jesus Christ. 
For he says, very often, that Christ is the one 
irpocatrov of the union^. And he argued with Cynl : 
Tou start in your accotmt with the creator of the natures 
a/nd not with the irpoaomrov of the imion\ It is not the 

1 Ck>mp. Nestonana^ Index, s.y. wpdaarop, p. 405 a. 

3 Oomp. Nan's translation, Index, s.v. prosdpon, p. 888 b. 

3 e,g, B. 212=:N. 128: C*eit done le ChrUt qui e»t le prosdpon de 
Vunim; B. 223=N.134f.: lepro8&pond*unUme»tleChrUt; B.250= 
N. 161; B. 307=N. 196. 

^ B. 226=N. 186; comp. B. 266 =N. 164: Pourquoi done m*avez- 
vous condamnS t Paree que je lui ai reprochi de, . .commeneer par eelui-ci 
{Dieu le Verhe) et de lui attribuer toutee lee proprUtis, and B. 181 = 
N. 85: C* est pourquoi edui-Ult (CyriUe), dam Vincamation, n*attribue 
rien h la eonduite de Vhommef maie (Umt) h Dieu le Verhe, en sorte 
qu^U s*est tervi de la natwre humaine pour ta propre eonduite. 
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Logos who has become twofold^; it is the one Lord Jesus 
Christ who is twofold in his natures^. In him are seen 
aU the characteristics of the Qod-Logos, who has a nature 
eternal amd unable to suffer amd die, and also all those 
of the manhood, that is a nature m^ortal, created and 
aJble to suffer, and lasAy those of the vmon a/nd the 
incarnation^. To understand this idea of Nestorins all 
thoughts of a substantial union ought to be dismissed. 
A substantial union — so Nestorius argues — ^including a 
confusion, a mixture, a natural composition, would 
result in a new being^ Here the natures are unmixed: 
the Logos ofioovaio^ r^ irarpi is bodyless^ and is 
continually what he is in eternity with the Father^, being 
without bou/nd, without limit'^, but the manhood has a 
body, is mortal, limited etc.^ These different natures 
are united not substantially but in the irpoamirov of 
the union® ; and it is to be noticed, that for Nestorius 
there is nothing singular in such a union in itself, that 

1 B. 218=:N. 128; B. 215=N. 180; B. 248=N. 150; B. 296= 
N. 188. 

> B. 218=N. 128; Nestoriana, p. 288, 18; 841, 2. 
8B.249f.=N. 151. 

« B. 250f.=:N. 151 ; oomp. B. 286=N. 142. 

» B. 70=N. 45. • B. 265=N. 160. 

7 B. 804=N. 198; oomp. B. 289=N. 144. ^ b. 265=N. 160. 

> e.g. B. 218 =sN. 129: L*uni<m est en effet dam lepro$6p<mf et non 
done la nature nl dan$ Veesenee; B. 280 =N. 189: (Pest pourquoi je 
erie avec intittance en tout Ueu que ce n*e»t pen h la nature, nuU$ au 
proiSpon, qu^U faut rapparter ce qu*<m dit sur la diviniti ou 9ur 
Vhumaniti* 
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is apart fix)m the very natnres which are united here. 
/ know, he says, nothing which wovld suit a tmion of 
diffisrent natures except a single irpSa-mvov by which 
cmd in which the natures are seen, while they are giving 
their characteristics to this irp6aonrov\ 

For the detailed explanation of this thought an 
idea is important which Professor Bethune-Baker 
has already noted* in the Treatise of Heraclides, viz. the 
idea that in Christ the manhood is the irpoatoirov of 
the Godhead, amd the Godhead the irpoaomrov of the 
manhood^. Reading Professor Bethune-Baker's book 
one could think that this idea appeared only once or at 
least seldom. Really, however, it recurs again and again ^. 
It is the leading idea of Nestorius that the natures 
of Christ made reciprocate use of their irpoamira^, the 
Godhead of the form of a servant, the manhood of the 
form of God®. In this sense in the one irpocmirov of 
Christ, according to Nestorius, a union of the irpSa-fona 



^ B.230=N. 188f. 

s p. 97. 8 B. 144=N. 168. 

«Comp. e.g. B. 78ff.=N. 50 ff.; B. 289=N. 183; B. 305= 
N. 193 f.; B. 334=N. 203, etc. 

6 Oomp. e.g. B. 341 f.=N. 219: Pour nous, dam les natures ^ nous 
disons vn autre et un autre, et, dans Vunion, un pros&pon pour Vusage 
de Vun avec V autre {ou: pour leur usage mutud); B. 289 =N. 183: 
VhumanitS utilisant le prosdpon de la divimtS et la divinity le prosSpon 
de VhumanitS; B. 307 =N. 195: Us prennent le prosdpon Vun de 
V autre; B. 334 =N. 213: EUes (2«« natures) se servent mutueUement de 
leurs prosdpons respectifs. 

• e.g. B. 81==N. 52; B. S<)f.=N. 59; B. 241=N. 145. 

L.N. 6 
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took place^ BO thai this is that and that isthtsK Professor 
Bethune -Baker, who did not enter into a discussion 
of the last quoted formulas, says in reference to the 
former (viz. : The mcmhood is the irpSacmrov of the Qod- 
hscbd cmd the Godhead is the 7rp6aw/rov of the mcmhood^): 
"These words come necur to eliminating 'personality/ 
as we understand it, altogether, or at all events they 
suggest the merging of one personality in the other, 
each in each. This in &ct seems to be the meaning 
of Nestorius. He is in search of the real centre of 
union and he finds it here. He uses the term 
irpoatoirov to express that in which both the Godhead 
and manhood of our Lord were one, even while 
remaining distinct fix>m one another, each retaining its 
own characteristics V* I think that Professor Bethune- 
Baker is here still striving to find a metaphysical 
centre of union. In my opinion the idea of Nestorius 
is most easily* understood by us, if we look at 
Philippians ii, 6 fif. The form of a servcmt and the form 

^ B. 306 =N. 198: Uvmion det prosSpans a eu lieu en proe^pan. 
Comp. B. 218=N. 129: L'union est en effet dam le prosdpan et non 
dan$ la nature; B. 275 =N. 174: II n*y a pas un autre et un autre 
dans lepros6pon; B. 281 sN. 177: Nous ne disanspas un autre et un 
autre, car il n*y a qu*un setd prosdpon paw les deux natures. 

s B. 381 =N. 211: (Test dans le prosSpon, qu^a eu lieu Vunian, 
de sorts que eehU-d soit ceUd-Uk et eehU-Ut, cehii^. These last words 
are to be found very often. 

3 Comp. p. 81 with note 3. Similar sentences recur again and 
again. ^ p. 97. 

<^ About the difficulties which remain see below, p. 90, note 1. 
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of Qod here spoken about do not, according to 
Nestorius, succeed each other, they are co-existent, ie. 
the one Christ shows us as clearly the form of Gfod as 
the form of a servant, and it is once expressly said 
by Nestorius that tha form is the 7rp6cc»7rov\ The 
statement, that the irpoaama interchange, means, 
therefore, that the Logos shows himself in the form 
of a servant and the man in the form of Qod, this one 
by humbling himself, the other by being exalted^, or 
as Nestorius says* with Gregory of Nazianzen* : 0€ov 
fihf ivavOptoTTTJa-avTO^f av6p6iirov hk OecdOevro^, 

Let us examine these two thoughts further. First, 
that the union takes place in the irpoa-mirov of the man. 

The Logos humbled himself in willing obedience 
unto death, yea, the death of the cross, taking on the 
irpSa-oDTTov of the man, who suffered and died, as his 
own 7rp6aa>7rov^. From the annunciation, the birth and 
the manger till death^ he was fom\d in outward being 
as a ma/n, withovt having the nature of a man; for he 
did not take the nature but the form ami ajppearam>ce of 

1 B. 244=N. 147. 

2 B. 84f.=N 64f.; B. 244=N. 147; B. 341=N. 218. 

3 fi.^.B.280=N.177; B. 307=N. 195; B. 315=N. 201; B. 830= 
N. 210 f.; B. 3d2=N. 212; B. d60=N. 281. 

« ^. 101, Migne,37, 180a. 

« Ck>mp. B. 84f.=N. 56; comp. B. 181=N. 85: La forme de 
Dim €tait en apparence comme un homme, 

» B. 182=iN. 86; B. 118=N. 76: Parce qu*a €taU Dieu et im- 
nuyrtelf il a cuusepU dam son pros&pon — ltd qvi n^€ta%t pas coupable — 
la morU c*est h dire ce qtd est mortel et capable de changement. 

6—2 
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a man as regards aU which the vpoatoirov mdvdesK 
But how can the Logos himself have the form of a 
servant if he did not have the human nature? An 
answer may be found in the following words of Nestorius : 
Qod the Logos is said to have become flesh and son of 
man as regards the form and the irpoaonrov of the fl^h 
and of the mom, of which he mjode use in order to 
make himself known to the worlds It was the flesh, 
in which he manifested himself, in which he taught, in 
which and through which he acted, amd that not as being 
absent; he made use of His irpoamirov in the flesh, 
because he wished that he himself might be the fl^sh and 
the flesh He himself K Ood had a beginning and develop- 
ment by manifestation^ Nestorius takes this so 
earnestly that he says : Christ is also Ood a/nd he is no 
other tha/n Ood the Logos^. 

The second side of the idea we are discussing, viz. 
that the manhood in Christ shows itself in the form 
of Gk)d, is already partly explained by the preceding 
quotations, as they assert that it was the Logos who 
was to be seen in the man. But we need to have a 
clearer understanding of this second side of the idea 

1 B. 241=N. 145; oomp. B. 252=N. 152: Un et U mSme {ett U) 
prosdpon, maU (U rCm ett pas de mime pour) Veisence; ear V essence de la 
forme de Dieu et V essence de la forme du serviteur demeurent; and 
B. 262 =N. 158: II a pris la forme du serviteur pour son prosSpon et 
non pour sa nature ou par changement d^essence, 

« B. 230=N. 189. 3 B. 80=N. 51. 

* B. 274=N. 173; comp. below, p. 85, note 6. 

fi B.218=N. 132. 
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also. Because the Logos manifested himself in the 
form of servant, the man appeared in the form of God. 
No one ever saw before that a ma/a in his otun irpSaonrov 
made use of the irpoafoirov of Ood\ The prophets, it 
is true, were to a certain extent the representatives 
of God^ for delegates are substitutes of the persons of 
those who sent them a/nd because of this they are their 
irpoatoira by virtue of their ministry^. But in Christ 
the man in the real sense used the TrpoaaDirov of God, 
for Christ has said: ** My father amd I are one I* and: *^He 
who has seen m^, has seen the father^" and all honour 
due to the Logos is partaken of by the manhood, because 
it has become the vrpoatoirov of the Logos\ Likewise, 
however, as the Logos did not become man by nature, 
so also the manhood in Christ is not deified by nature. 
He who had a beginning, grew and was made perfect, 
so Nestorius offcen declares with Gregory of Nazianzen, 
is not Ood by nature, although he is caUed so on ax^count 
of the manifestation which took plax^e gradually^ He is 

1 B. 76=rN. 49. M. 0. ; oomp. B. 82=N. 58. 

> B. 83=N. 54. * B. 76=N. 49. 

^ B. 348= N. 223: JHeu itait ausH en Ivi ce quHl etait Im-mime; 
de iorte que ce que Dieu itait en lui pour la formation de son itre h 
son image, hU atusi VHait en JHeu: le prosSpon de Dieu; B. 350= 
N. 224: Uhomme,..est Dieu par ce qui est unt. 

' Gregory, ep, 101, Migne, 37, 18: ro 7dp i/pyfiii^y rj irpoK&wTOP rj 
T€\€io6fi€POP 0^ $€6t, K&p 5(4 T^v /Card fwcp6p dp&Sei^uf ofhta X^yip-eu; 
Nestorius, Liber Herac. e,g. B. 273=N. 173; B. 280=N. 177; 
B. 283=N. 179; B. 286=N. 181; B. 332=N. 212; B. 349=N. 224; 
B. 360=N. 231. 



Digitized 



by Google 



86 THE DOCTRINE 

Chd by manifestation because he was num by nature\ 
As regards the manhood he is not divine by nocture but 
by mmdfestaMonK 

But this is not all that is to be said; for the 
manhood in Christ, according to Nestorius> has really 
through the union with the Logos become something 
which it would not be otherwise. The man in Christ 
has the irpoa&irov of the son of God not only in the 
sense we have already discussed. For when Nestorius 
says that the union took place in the Trpoaanrov of the 
son^, then this does not mean only that aspect of the 
interchange of the irpoaiOTra, on account of which the 
manhood as really bore the irpoawirov of the Logos as 
the latter took up the Trpoa-cotrov of the man*. Here a 
new idea is to be noticed. Although — so Nestorius 
says — the Logos was the son of Ood even before the 
incarnation, nevertheless after having taken on the 
vnanhood, he can no m^ore alone be called the son, lest 
we should assert the existence oft/wo sons^. The manhood 
has become the son of God because of the son, united 
with it^. Again and again Nestorius repeats that two 
sons of God was not his doctrine. 

1 B. 349=N. 224. * B. 288=N. 182. < B. 231=:N. 140. 

4 Ck>mp. B. 331 =N. 211: A cau»e de cdui qui Va prU pour son 
prosdpon, celui qui a 414 pris obtient d*itre le prosopon de celui qui 
Va pris. 

<^ Nettoriana, p. 275, 1-5 (condensed). 

' Nettoriana, p. 274, 17: vtbt dih rbw ffvmii/jifUpop v2^; Liber 
Herod, B. 145 sN. 168: CetU humarUU est dite le FiU de Dieu par 
Vunion avee le HU (et non par la nature); B. 80=sN. 51:...et U a 
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One will understand this better if a new line 
of thought is followed, which in Nestorius is clearly 
shown to us only by the Treatise of Heraclides. To 
Adam the Logos as his creator gave his irn^ige in all 
glory and honoyr\ but Adam lost it for himself and for 
his descendants^. Hence the Logos became man in 
order to efface the fault of the first ma/n and to give back 
to his nature the original imaged Only he could do it : 
apart from him there was nothing divine or honourable^ 
and only in the manhood could this renovation take 
place*. Nestorius gives in this connection a complete 
answer to the question : Cur deus homo^ f and it is not 

donnS d la forme du serviteur (qtU est) sa forme, un nom qui Vemporte 
8ur Urns le$ noms, e*e$t d dire le nom de FUs, auqud tout genou, etc. 

1 B. 90=N. 68. 3 B. 91=N. 69; B. 107f.=N. 70. 

8B. 91=N. 69. M.C. 

B B. 267 =N. 161 : On avait hesoin de la diviniti adhSrente pour,,, 
refaire la forme de Vimage qid avait 4ti ditrvite par none; {on avait 
hetoin) ausH de VhumamtS qvi fut renouveUe et qui reprit sa forme; 
Vhumaniti itait nieetsaire pour observer Vordre, qui avait exists, 

• e.g. B. 297 =N. 188: Dieu le Verbe s'est ineamS pour faire de 
Vhumaniti la forme de Dieu en Ud, et pour le renouveler en lui dans la 
nature de Vhumaniti..., parce que lui seul pouvait rinover cdui qui 
itait tomhi en premier lieu par la transgression de Vinohservance des 
priceptes ; et U donna sa vie pour lui, pour les observer, paree qu*il ne 
strait pas qu^U se eonservdt sans picM; sinon, notre chute serait de- 
meurie sans gu€rison comme le paralytique qui se soigne et qui reste sans 
marcher, mais pour qui le midecin marche, et qui leporte, mais quinehd 
ditpas ; **L^ve toi (et) marche, car tu a Mguiripour marcher,"*^ (Pest 
powquoi il a pris une forme de serviteur qui itait sans pichi dans 
sa eriation, au point de recevoir dans les observances des priceptes un 
nom supirieur h tous les noms, et de fortifier, par les observances etpar 
la vigilance, ce qui itait dans la rinovation de sa criature. 
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only by physical categories as in Athanasius' de incar- 
noHone^ that Nestorius curguea The idea is further 
not exhausted by the thought that the Logos took such 
a form of a servant, as was without sin in its creation^ 
The main thing is that the Logos in the form of a 
servant brought into existence a sinless man^; hence 
the stress is laid on the moral and religious development 
of Jesus. 

The man alone, even the second Adam, would not 
have been able to remain sinless^ ; but Ood was acting in 
him, and observed the commandments in his place because 
he was in this nature^. Christ had all that belongs to 
a true man, but without being deprived of the vmon with 
Ood the Logos^. Ood*s will wa^ his own wilV ; he 
raised his soul to Ood conforming his volitions to those of 
Ood, so that he was an image of the archetype of the 

^ Migne, ser. graeoa 25, 9d-197; oomp. A. "BATnthcls. , Lehrhueh 
der Dogmengetchichte, 4th edition, Tubingen, 1909, n, 159-162. 
» Liber HeracL B. 297 =N. 188 (see p. 87, note 6). 

* Nettorianay p. 239, 19: deltas iw iavr^ t6 rift ^n^eus Tp6<r<arw 
&fMfrrlat i\€60€pw. 

* Liber Heracl. B. 298=N. 189. » l.o. 

* B. 183=N. 86. 

7 B. 102 =N. 67; compare the preceding sentence: Paree que done 
il 8*e8t humUiS en taute chose d*une fa^on ineomprihensiUe par une 
hundliaHon tans pareUle, U est apparu encore un seal esprit, une 
seulevolonti, une seide intelligence inseparable et indivisible, eomme 
dans un seal itre, Comp. also Neetoriana, fragments, 197, 198, 201 
and 202 (pp. 65 f . and 219 f . and 224) the genuineness of which 
perhaps may be defended with more confidence than I showed, in 
my Nestoriana (p. 65 f.). 
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image of Ood\ viz. the Logos. So he renewed our 
nature in himself by means of a perfect obedience^ till 
the death, to which he vhis condemned for us^ and 
through which he, as being sinless, gained the victory 
over the devil*. By means of this renewal humanity 
received the form of the sonship of him who had crea;ted 
it^. And together with and by virtue of the gift of 
sonship there was given to the manhood also a share 
in the position of power and dominion of the son of 
God«. 

Now I come to the question : Did Nestorius really 
make the unity of the natures in the one person of 
Christ intelligible ? As long as one starts by pointing 
to the Logos on the one side and the man on the other, 
it is comprehensible that a negative answer should have 
been given. The Antiochian formulas, which are found 
in Nestorius, e.g, But rbv ^opovvra rov if)opovfi€vov 
aij3o!>, But TOP K€/cpvfifievov 7rpoaKvv& rov ^^vofievov'^ 
and : 6fio\oy£fJL€v top ev dvOpannp OeSv, a4fia>fi€v top 
T§ Oeia cvpa^eia r^ irapTOKparopi, 0e^ avpmpo^^ 
Kvpovp^pop apOpamop^, seem again and again to force 

1 B. 96=N. 62; oomp. B. 102=N. 66: La forme de serviteur Va 
servi ahtohment comme U le vovlait. 

« B. 342=N. 219. » B. 102=N. 66. 

« Comp. B. 297=N. 188; B. 299=N. 189; NesUyriana, p. 844 
6 ff . 

» B. 299=K. 189. 

> Nestorianat p. 361, 22; oomp. above, p. 86 f., note 6. 

7 NesUyriana, p. 262, 3 f. » I.e. p. 249, 2 ff. 
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US to such a negative answer. Besides the one irpoamirov 
of Christ we find the two 7rp6a<owa\ one of each nature, 

1 Gomp.above^p. 78,andB.d48=N.228: Zesprotf^pofifcieriifiion. 
NestorioB was even able to write: N<m» ne dison$ p<u union df 
praSpans, maU des natures (B. 252 =N. 152), and as it is not the 
translator who is to be blamed for the contradiction to other state- 
ments of Nestorins which is to be seen here (oomp. above, p. 82, 
note 1), it most be conceded that Nestorins in his terminology was not 
quite free from inaccoracy (which is to be observed also in his position 
toward the comparison of the union in Ghrist to the union of body and 
soul, oomp B. 286=N. 142 and B. 292rsN. 185). Nevertheless there 
is no real contradiction in Nestorius' thoughts. What he is denying 
(B. 252 =N. 152) is one natural prosdpon: C*e9t pourquoi Vunion 
a lieu pour le pro$6pon et non pour la nature. Nous ne disons pae 
union dee prosSpont, mats dee natures. Car dans Vunion il n*y a 
qu'un seul prosSpon^ mats dans les natures un autre et un autre, de 
sorte que le prosSpon soit reeonnu sur V ensemble (B. 252 =N. 152). 
This is clearly to be seen also in other passages, e.p. B. 804 f . =N. 198 : 
Ce n*est pas sans prosSpon et sans hypostase que chaetme d*eUes (viz. 
natures) est connue dans les diver s%t€s des natures. On ne congoit pas 
deux pros6pons des JUs, ni encore deux prosopons des homines^ mais 
d*un seul homme, qui est mu de la mSme mamtre par V autre. L* union 
des prosopons a eu lieu en prosdpon et non en essence ni en nature. On 
ne doit pas concevoir une essence sans hypostase, comme si Vtmion avait 
eu Ueu en une essence et quHl y eut un prosSpon d*une seule 
essence, Mais Us natures subsistent dans leurs prosopons et dans 
leurs natures et dans le pros6pon d*union. Quant au prosopon naturel 
de Vune, V autre se sert du meme en vertu de Vunion; ainsi U n*y 
a qu*unpros6ponpour les deux natures. — ^B. 239 = N. I4i:...lepros6pon 
de Vune est aussi celui de Vautre et ridproquement, — ^B. 388 f.= 
N. 212 f. : La divinit€ se sert duprosdpon de Vhumamt4 et Vhumaniti 
de celui de la divinitS; de cette mani^re nousdisons unsetUpros- 
dpon pour les deux, — ^B. 840 =N. 218: Ne comprends tu pas, comment 
les p^es confessent un prosopon de deux natures f et que les differences 
des natures ne sont pas supprimSes h cause de Vunion parce qu*eUes 
se riunissent en un seul prosdpon, qui appartient aux natures et aux 
prosdpons.—We need however, a more exhaustive examination of 
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OF NESTOmUS 91 

asserted. There is, as Nestorius himself says, a 
difference between the Lord Jesus Christ and the 
Logos^; or: the terms Ood-Logos cmd Christ do not 
ham the same meaning^ For, though Christ is not out- 
side the Logos^y nevertheless the Logos is not limited 
by the body\ Christ spoke of the Logos as of his 
irpoatoirov and as if he were one a/nd had the same 
irpoa-amov^ ; there appeared one spirit, one uriU, one 
inseparable and indivisible intellect as in one being ^; 
we regard this one as that one a/nd that one as this one, 
aUh^mgh this one a/nd that one remain"^. But if one 
keeps in mind that Nestorius rejected the idea of a 
substantial union which would include an alteration 
of the Logos, then one must say that he came as near 
as possible to the idea of a union. Where a substantial 
union is excluded, there the union can only come about 
on a spiritual plane. Hence Nestorius says that the 
incarnation took place through a/n intelligent and rational 
soui^. By means of the soul a relation is set up between 

Nestorias' tennmology, especially of the meaning of Tp6aww<i¥ in 
his works. In B. 240 f.=N. 145 {Ces eho$es lc<yrp8 et dme] t*unU' 
sent en une nature et en prosSpon naturel, Dieu prit pour lui 
la forme du terviteur et non d^un autre pour son ptosGpon et sa 
filiation; ainsi son't eeux qui sont unis en une nature. U 
prit la forme du serviteur, etc.) the words cUrni sont ceux qui sont 
unis en une nature must have been inadvertently transposed: their 
pJaoe, in my opinion, is before Dieu prit pour lut, etc. 

1 B. 120=N. 138. « B. 254=N. 163. 

» 1.0. * B. 239«N. 144. ^ B. 79=N. 51. 

" B. 102=N. 67 (see above, p. S8, note 7 : eomme), 

7 B. 848:=N. 228. & b. 128=N. 88. 
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92 THE DOCTRINE 

the Logos and the man, and this relation is on both 
sides one of free wilU, a relation of love^, a relation 
of giving on the one side and of taking on the other*, 
a relation that becomes so close, that the one presents 
himself as the other, and that the form of Ood shows 
itself in the form of a serva/tvt and the form of a servcmt 
is teaching, acting, etc. in the form of Ood. 

We must observe, it is true, that the man is God 
not by nature, but only because God reveals Himself in 
him, and that the Logos is not flesh by nature, but only 
manifests himself in the flesh ^. But also my late 
colleague Dr Martin Kahler (f Sept. 7th, 1912), who 
was regarded as orthodox, held it to be a vain oMempt to 
combine two independent beings or two persons in an 
individual life^. He himself thought that the imion 
of the Godhead and manhood will become intelligible 
if understood as a reciprocity of two personal actions, 

^ B. 264 f.=:N. 159:...tme union voUmtaire en prosdpon et non en 
nature. 

^ B. 81=:N. 62: unies pctr Vamour et dans le mime prosdpon; 
B. 275 =N. 174: r&umes en igalitS par adMsUm (irwA^ui) et par 
amour. 

' B. 299=:N. lB9t.:...afin que le prosdpon fut commun h ceiui 
qui donnait la forme et h celui qui la recevait a cause de son ob€issance: 
B. 348 =N. 223: Par les prosdpons de Vunion Vun est dans V autre 
et cet * un ' n^est pas congu par diminution^ ni par suppression, ni par 
confusion, mais par Inaction de recevoir et de donner et par 
Vusa^ge de Vunion de Vun avec Vautre, les prosdpons recevant et 
donnant Vun et Vautre. * Comp. above, p. 83 f . and 85. 

<^ Kahler, Die Wissenschaft der christlichen Lehre, 3rd edition, 
Leipsio, 1905, § 388, p. 339. 
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OF NESTORIUS 93 

viz. a tyreative action on the part of the eternal Godhead 
a/nd a receiving action on the part of the developing 
fna/nhood\ If thus justice is done to the idea of the 
unity of the natures in one person, then Nestorius, too, 
made it intelligible, even where he, dealing with the 
Logos on the one side and the man on the other, tries to 
understand the imion as the result of the incarnation. 
His understanding of irpoa-cjirov, it is true, does not 
coincide with what we mean by "person " — we cannot free 
ourselves fit)m metaphysics — ^but we, too, can sympathise 
with him when he took the incarnation as meaning 
this, that in the person of Jesus the Logos revealed 
himself in human form so that the Logos exhibited 
himself as man and that the man of history was the 
manifestation of the Logos in such a way that he 
exhibited himself to us as the eternal LogosK We, too, 
therefore, understand what Nestorius means when he 
said that the irpoa-foirov of the one is also that of the 
other. 

Still more intelligible does the christology of 
Nestorius become to us, if, following his advice, we 
start from the one irpoawwov of the union, i.e. from the 
one Jesus Christ of history^. As regards him we are 

1 1.0. 

s Comp. Liber Herod, B. 362=rN. 283: Vincamadon est ean^ue 
eomme Vusage mutud dee deux {fT096p<mt) par prise et don, 

> Liber Heracl. B. 2dO=N. 189 and in many other plaoes the 
pros6pon of the vmon evidently is the prosdpon of the flesh* Comp. 
B. 804f.=:N. 198 (above p. 90, note 1): On ne eongoit pas deux 
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94 NESTOBIUS' PLACE IN THE HISTORY 

able to speak of one person in onr sense of the word 
also. This one person, it is true, is not simply the 
Logos, as this is not limited by the body, but still less 
is he a mere man. This Jesus Christ of history is the 
beginner of a new humanity and at the same time the 
personal revelation of God, and he is the one because 
he is the other. Only the renewed manhood could 
become the image of God, but even this was only possible 
because the Qod-Logos was acting here in the manhood 
by means of a union of giving and taking^ 

Is this orthodox ? The answer I will give in the 
next lecture. 



IV 

It was not the personal character of Nestorius which 
caused his tragic fortune ; if he was guilty, it was his 
doctrine which was to be blamed — this we saw in the 
preceding lecture. We have tried, therefore, to gain 
an idea of his teaching. Was Nestorius orthodox? 
What is his position in the history of dogma ? — these 
are the questions which will occupy us to-day. 

The question as to whether Nestorius was orthodox 

cannot be regarded as really answered by the anathema 

of the so-called third ecumenical council of Ephesus, 

pro9&pont de$ fiU, ni encore deux pro»6p<mt de$ hommetf mai$ d'uti 
seul homme, quit etc. 
1 Comp. above, p. 88. 
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OP CHRISTIAN DOOTBINB 95 

because, as we saw^, an ecumenical council of Ephesus 
never existed. It was only the party council of Cyril, 
which condemned Nestorius, while the council of the / 
Antiochians was on his side^ and the question of doctrine 
was still imdecided even when the council consisting of 
these two party cotmcils was dissolved. The idea that 
Nestorius was condemned by "the holy ecumenical 
council " was only the result of the ecclesiastical-political 
transactions of which the union of 433 was the outcome^. 
This fiction and the consent of the Antiochians, whidi 
they were ignominiously forced to give, cannot help us 
to decide the question, all the more so since Nestorius 
could have accepted the doctrinal basis of the peace, 
although his condemnation was its result. 

The standard of measure for Nestorius' doctrine 
must, therefore, be the definition of that ecumenical 
council which gave the first decision about the christo- 
logical question (although proved later to be a 
preliminary one), viz. the fourth ecumenical council 
of Chalcedon, of 451. 

The definition of this council, which is to be seen 
not only in its creed but also in its recognition of Leo's 
letter to Flavian and Cyril's epistola dogmatical and 
epistola ad Orientales^ was a compromise, as the Roman 
legates could not and would not give up the letter of 
Leo, while the majority of the Eastern bishops were for 

^ Above, p. 53. * Comp. above, p. 56. 

> Comp. above, p. 37. * Comp. above, p. 58. 
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their part tied to the Cyrillian tradition. Without 
doubt, however, there is no real harmony between 
these diflferent standards of fidth. For Leo's letter 
declares : Agit tUraqtie forma cum alteritis communione, 
quod proprium est, verbo scilicet operante quod verbi est 
et came exequente quod camis est; unum horum 
coruscat mira>cuMs, alteram succumbit injuriis\ but 
Severus of Antioch, the well-known later monophj^ite, 
was right, when he said : ov yhp evefyyei irore <f>v<n^ ov'^^ 
v^ar&aa irpofronnKm^, and for Cyril the human nature 
of Christ was a ^1/0-49 ov;^ v<l>€aT&aa, as is shown by his 
imderstanding of the htoai^ Kaff vTroara^tv^. Nay, 
in his epistola synodica to Nestorius* he even anathe- 
matised the Suupelv ra^ viroardaei,^ fi£rk ri}v iv<a<Ti,v 
and required a union of the natures KaS" ii/aoa-^v <f>vaiKi]p^. 
This disharmony between theCyrillian tradition and that 
of the western church represented by Leo showed itself 
also during the proceedings of the council in a very 
distinct manner, when the wording of the creed was 
deliberated. The first draft of this creed contained the 
words CK Svo <l>va€(t)v eU^, which corresponded to the 

1 Ch. iy; Mansi, y, 1375 od; Hahn, BibUothek der Symbole, 
Srd edition, p. 325. 

> Doctrina patrum, ed. F. Diekamp, Miinster, 1907, p. 310, 19 f. 

» Comp. above, p. 72. * Comp. above, p. 44. 

« Anath. 3, Migne, 77, 120 c. 

^ This document was not inserted in the Proceedings (Mans i, 
yn, 100 d: Spowt dr (do^ fx^ ivrayififai rourdc rots ifTo/un/jfuun) and 
now, therefore, is lost, but there cannot be any donbt, that it con- 
tained the words ix dijo <p6ir€w eh (comp. Mansi, yn, 103 d: 
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OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE 97 

Cyrillian tradition, but Leo asserted in his letter, that 
the unity of Christ's person was seen " in two natures^," 
and especially blamed Eutyches for not having been 
willing to concede the duality of the natures after the 
incarnation, while allowing the term etc Svo <f>va-€a)v eU^. 
The Roman legates, therefore, energetically opposed 
the phrase ite Svo if>vaewv in the draft of the creed* 
and they succeeded in substituting iv Svo if>va€<nv for 
iK Svo <f>va-€(ovK One self-consistent view, therefore, 
could not be attained in Chalcedon; a compromise 
had to be made. And it was made by recognising as 
standards of faith at the same time Leo's letter and 
Cyril's epistola dogmatica and yyistola ad OrientalesK 
Cyril's epistola synodica, which understood the hfwai^ 
Kaff viroaraaiv in the sense of a evaoai^ <f>v<nKrj, was not 



defimtio...ex duabus naturis hahet, and 106 o: JHo8Coru$ dicebat: 
**Quod ex dimbut naturis est, suscipio, duos non siMctjno"; sanctU- 
Hmu8 autem archiepUcopus Leo dvas naturas dicit esse in Christo.., 
Quern igitur seqidnUrd f sancHssimum Leonem, aut Dioscorumf 

^ Ch. 6, Mansi, v, 1379 b: Propter hanc umtatem personae in 
utraqw natura inteUigendam (oomp. the preceding note). 

a Ch. 6, Mansi,Y, 1386f. 

* Man si, vn, 101 ab; oomp. above, p. 96 f. note 6. 

* Hahn, Bihliothek der Synibole, 3rd edition, p. 166; Hefele, 
Conciliengeschichte, 2nd edition, n, 470 f. note 1. 

^ Mansi, vn, 113 bo. The meaning of the sentence rdf rod 
fuucaptov KvpO(Kov...(rwodiKiLi iin<rro\d.i irp6s re "Ncordpiov Kal xpbi rovs 
ttIs dfaTo\ris,..idi^aro is illustrated by the fact, that Cyril's epistola 
dognuUica and epistola ad OrientaZes, but not his epistola synodica, 
were previously (Mansi, vi, 959 ab, 959 d, 971 ab, 973 c) approved. 
Comp. p. 98 note 1. 

L. N. 7 
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appx)ved by the council ^ and its creed, by treating the 
words viroaraa-i^ bxjA persona as identical, interpreted the 
term ivtoat,^ icaff viroaraa-iv in the sense of a personal 
union. By this interpretation Cyril's epistola dogmatica, 
which contained this term^, was made acceptable to 
western thought. But even CyriFs epistola synodica 
with its anathematisms, once so sharply attacked by the 
Antiochians, although it was not recognised, was spared 
criticism^ And more, Dioscorus, Cyril's successor, 
who had been a more incautious upholder of the 
Alexandrian tradition than Cyril and who at the Robber- 
synod had declared the assertion of two natures after 
the union to be unlawful*, although he was deposed, 
was nevertheless not declared a heretic/. On the other 
side also Theodoret, whom a decree of the Robber-synod 
had deposed ^ was present in Chalcedon. Pope Leo 

^ This is expressly said in the CoUatio cum Severianis (Mansi» 
Yin, 821 E^822 a) and is to be seen also in the proceedings of the 
Ghalcedonian council itself (comp. Ermoni, De Leontio Byzantino, 
Paris, 1896, p. 100 f. and 111 f.). I now give up my former opinion, 
that Cyril*s epistola synodica was implicitly acknowledged (Leontim 
v<m Byzanz 1887, p. 60, Hauck' s Real-EncyUop&die, v, 646, 40). 

2 Migne, 77, 48 b: ikv U rifv Ka9* ivbaraaip ip(a(ru^,„irapaiTo^fi€0af 
ifMrlirrofJuev els t6 SOo \4yeiv vlo^s, 

3 That is less than *' acknowledged implicite^* (comp. above note 1). 
* Mansi, vi, 737 c. 

^ Mansi, vi, 1094 f., comp. Mansi, vn, 103 b: Anatolitis... dixit: 
propter fidem nan est damnatus Dioscorus ^ sed quia excommunicationem 
fecit d(ymino archiepiscopo Leom et tertio vocatus est et non venit, 

« The second synod of Ephestu together with etc, ed. by S. G, F. 
Perry,1881, pp. 261-268. 
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had recognised him as orthodox^, the imperial com- 
missioners stood up for his right to be a member of 
the council^ and the sjmod rehabilitated him after he 
had consented to anathematize Nestorius^ Nevertheless 
he was not forced to retract his book against Cyril's 
anathematisms. In the same way Ibas of Edessa, who 
had likewise been deposed in 449*, was at Chalcedon 
reinstated as bishop^ without having been forced to 
recant what he had said in his letter to Maris about 
Cyril's " ApoUinarism " as he called it, although this 
letter had been condemned by the Robber-synod. 

Hence it follows, that the decision of Chalcedon 
was interpreted in very dififerent ways by the western 
church, by the adherents of Cyril and by Theo- 
doret, Ibas and other Antiochians. It is, therefore, 
impossible to answer in one sentence the question 
whether Nestorius was orthodox according to the 
standard of the Chalcedonian definition. 

It is certain that he could have accepted the creed 
of Chalcedon and its standards of feith as easily as 
Theodoret, for he could have reconciled himself to Cyril's 
epistola dogmatica if understanding the evtuxri^ xad' 
viroaraaiv in the sense of a personal uiiion, and what 
Theodoret, yielding to pressure, had anathematized in 

^ Mansi, vn, 190 d. 

2 Mansi , vi, 592 d and vn, 190 bo. 

' Mansi, vn, 190 a b and 191 b-d. 

* Perry,l.o. p. 134f. 

» Mansi, vn, 262-70. 

7—2 
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his old fiiend^, Nestorius had never taught, nay he had 
even expressly rejected such assertions*. Nestorius can 
therefore be regarded as orthodox according to the 
Antiochian interpretation of the Chalcedonian definition. 

The formulas contained in Leo's letter, as we shall 
see later more accurately, had their root in a view 
somewhat diflFerent from that of Nestorius, but Nestorius 
had endeavoured more earnestly than Leo to make in- 
telligible the oneness of the person of Christ*, and in 
any case he himself approved of Leo's letter*. Thus 
according also to the western interpretation of the 
Chalcedonian definition Nestorius can be regarded as 
orthodox. 

On the other hand, an interpretation according to 
the Cyrillian tradition could not have been accepted by 
Nestorius, and measured by the standard of such an 
interpretation he could not be regarded as orthodox. 
Such an interpretation, however, had considerable 
diflBculties. For, while to western thinking Cyril's 
letters, which were recognised at Chalcedon, had been 
made acceptable by interpretation, there was at that 
time in the East no Cyrillian theology, i,e. no theology 

^ Mansi, yn, 189 b: dpdSefia "Seffropitp Kal r^ /i^ X^ovri rfjy 
iiylap Maplav deordKOv Kal r^ ds S^o vMi fiept^om rhv iva v16p rbv 
fAOPoyevrj. 

* Gomp. above p. 31 f . and 74 and his epUtola ad Constantinopoli' 
tanos (oomp. above p. 24 f.), oh. 2, Nau, p. 374. 

3 Leo asserted the unitM personaey but made no attempt to show 
how this unitas personae was to be imagined (comp. below p. 113). 

^ See above p. 22. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE 101 

following the Cyrillian tradition, which could digest 
Leo's letter. The quarrels about the decision of Chal- 
cedon show how disagreeable it was to the majority of 
the Eastern Christians. 

Hence as long as we apply no other standard than 
the Chalcedonian definition, the statement of Professor 
Bethune-Baker, that Nestorius was orthodox, is not 
to be held a false one. It was a tragic feature in the 
fortune of Nestorius, that he had already been con- 
demned, when the council, whose creed he could have 
accepted, was held. 

The Chalcedonian definition, however, was not 
the final one. The uncertainty as to how its formulas 
were to be interpreted was removed. The first step of 
importance in this direction was the Henotikon of the 
Emperor Zeno in 482^. This edict, indeed, ^did not 
condemn the Chalcedonian definition, but in actual 
opposition to Leo's letter and to its assertion about 
the operation of each, nature in Christ^ it expressly 
declared : ivo^ elvai <l>afi€v rd re ffavfiara koX rh irdOt)^, 
condemning at the same time everyone who then or 
earlier, at Chalcedon or elsewhere, thought otherwise*. 
That means that an interpretation of the Chalcedoniau 
definition according to the Cyrillian tradition only was 
to be regarded as right, while Leo's letter with all its 

1 EYagrias,h.e.S,14,ed.J.BidezandL.Parmentierp.lll-114. 

2 See above p. 96. ' Evagrios 1. c. p. 113, 9. 
*1. 0. p. 113, 21ff. 
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contents, which did not suit the Cyrillian point of view, 
was practically put aside. The eastern chimjh, while 
under the Henotikon, on the whole enjoyed peace — 
the Antiochian tradition having been put into the 
background — , but between it and the western church 
a schism arose. When in 519 a settlement was reached, 
the Henotikon being at the same time abrogated, 
the question as to how the decree of Chalcedon, then 
reacknowledged, was to be interpreted, came again to 
the fore in the East. 

This time it did not remain long without an answer, 
for at the same time the activity of the so-called 
Scythian monks began, and this was important just 
because they developed a theology wholly along the 
lines of Cyril, which nevertheless could do justice to all 
requirements of the Chalcedonian definition^. It was 
scholastic arguing, creation of terms and logical dis- 
tinctions, which brought into existence this Cyrillian- 
Chalcedonian orthodoxy. Only one of these saving 
terms need be mentioned, namely ivviroaraala. This 
term allowed the assertion that the human nature 
of Christ, although it had no viroaraai^ of its own, 
nevertheless was not without viroa-raci^y the viroaraai*; 
of the Logos becoming that of the human nature, too. 
By the help of this term the twofold operation of the 
natures, spoken of in Leo's letter, could be accepted, 

^ Gomp. my DogmengescUchUy 4th edition^ 1906, p. 804 f . and my 
LeorUius van Byzanz, 1887, pp. 60-74. 
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the one inroaraai^ of the Logos being thought of as 
the actual subject of the operation of the divine and 
human nature of Christ. Really, however, this doctrine 
of the Enhj^stasia is identical with the Cyrillian view 
of the Anhypostasia of Christ's human nature, for actually 
it assumed that the Logos and the human nature became 
one being in the same sense as understood by Cyril, 
when he used the term Ivcoai^ if>v<nKri and the phrase 
fiia ^va-L^ Tov Oeov \6yov a-€(rapK(ofiivr) which had come 
in the orthodox tradition through the Apollinaristic 
forgeries ^ There was now only the possibility of 
abstract separation of the natures in Christ^. As a 
shibtK)leth of their Cyrillian-Chalcedonian orthodoxy, 
the Scythian monks used the phrase: ha rr}^ ayia^ 
TpiaSof; ireirovOe aapxi, and this phrase was really 
characteristic. For, like Cyril, it makes the Logos the 
subject even of the sufiferings, while by the addition 
of aapKiy which naturally was not uncyrillian, it was 
asserted, that the natures were not mixed through the 
union ; and to some extent justice was done also to Leo's 
letter, which contended that it was the human nature 
which suffered. The Antiochian tradition naturally was 
considered to be insupportable by this new orthodoxy. 
The Scjrthian monks, therefore, acted consistently in 
demanding that Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, the famous teachers of the Antiochian 

1 Comp. my DogmengeschichU, 4tb edition, p. 270 and 293. 

2 Comp. my LeontiuSy p. 71. 
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school, although they had died in the peace of the 
church should be anathematised, as well as Nestorius^ 

This Cyrillian-Chalcedonian orthodoxy was supported 
by the emperor Justinian, and the fifth ecumenical 
council, held in Constantinople in 553, approved the 
emperor's chimjh-policy and the doctrine which he 
had supported^. 

The condemnation of Theodore of Mopsuestia and 
of the anti-cyrillian writings of Theodoret and Ibas, 
sanctioned by this coimciP, clearly manifested the feet 
that an Antiochian interpretation of the Chalcedonian 
definition no longer was allowed. And twice in the 
decision of the council an Antiochian interpretation of 
Chalcedonian formulas was expressly anathematised*. 
Cjoil, therefore, remained master of the field. Even 



^ Leontins, contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos, 8, 7 ff . and 8, 37 ff . 
Migne, «er. graeca, 86, 1864-1387. 

s Comp. the anathematisins of this oounoil, Mansi, n, 375-388, 
Hahn, Bihliothek der Symhole, 3rd edition, pp. 168-172. 

8 Anath. 12-14. 

* Anath. 6: Ef ns rifv fdav inrbaratnv rod Kvpiov iifiup *hj<rov 
Xpurrod ofhtas ^icXa/u/3<iyei, Cn iiridexofUprjp iroXXa^r iTooTdtrcww <nifuurlap 
KoX Sid To6Tov...h TTpfHrtairov Xiyei xark d^lap koX nfi^ Koi irpwncOwriaip 
KoSdirep Oe6d<apot koX Ne^r6/K0f iMuwbfJXtnn (rweYpdrparro' xai ffVKO- 
fftavrel r^v iiylaw iv XaXinyd^ri aivoiov, dt /card raiJriyr r^v 
ia-fpij ivvQiav xpiycra/u^i^iyfr r^ r^f mat ^xoffrdacon ^fMTi...6 
ToioOroj dtfddefjM i<ma, — Anath. 6: Ef rtj Karaxprio'TtKiaSf dXX' oiJic 
d\ii6taSt OevrbKOif X^et r^v dyiop Mo^w d€iirapdhfO¥ Maplatf ^ icard 
dra^pdy, fibf..., koI avKO^avrti r^v dyiaw iw Xa\K7i66pi <r6wo6ov, 
u>f Kard Ta^TTiP T^p da-epfj irLPori$€t(ray irapdOeodtifpovippoiap 
0€ot6kop t^p irapOipop elirov(rap...6 toioOtos dpdOcfuiL iorta. 
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his epistola synodica actually was approved, for Theo- 
doret and Ibas were criticized for having attacked it^. 

The term evaxr^^ <f>vaiKi]y used in CyriUs epistola 
synodica, was left, it is true, unapproved ; for this term 
could have been understood as allowing the assumption 
that the natures in Christ were mixed through their 
union. Nevertheless, what Cyril really meant by the 
term €pa>ai^ i^vaiKri was accepted ; for the evaxn^ Ka0* 
vTroaraaiv is interpreted in the sense of an Svaxr^^ tcarh 
avv0€<riv^. The Logos took on — this is the doctrine of 
the council — a human adp^ with y^vxv and 1/01)9 in 
such a way, that out of the two natures came one 
Christ^ who was the subject as of the Oavfiarovpyetp 
so of the iraOelv^ ; the two natures, of which the one 
Christ is composed, are only to be distinguished 
abstractly^, the Logos himself was bom a second time 
through Mary^ the iaTavp<ofA€vo^ is eU rrj<; ayia^ 
rpidSof;'^. 

There can be no doubt, that, measured by the 

^ Anath. 13 : Ef rif ivrivoteiTai r&v da-epwp ovY/pafifidriay OeolioplTov 
rwv icard...roi; ^ iuyion KvpCKKov koX twi^ i/3' ai^ov KeipaKaliav...Kal...oiK 
d,pa$€fiarl^ei.,.irdwTas rovt ypdrpcu^as icard...roO 4v dylois KvpCKKov xal 
r(av SibicKa atrov K€^aKaJi<av...b toiovtos dvdBefjM ^(rru. Anath. 14 
(against Ibas) has an analogous wording. 

* Anath. 4: *R...iKK\ri<Tla...TiiP h^ioffiv rod Oeov Xiyov rpbs rijy 
cdpKa jcard <rlfv$c<np 6fJM\oyeTt Sircp iarl koJB* inrhcTaaiv, 

s Anath. 8. « Anath. 8. 

* Anath. 8. :...tJ Oeupiq. /lAifo t^p ^ta^pArl roiJrwi' Xafifidpeuf, 4^ up 
cvperiBrf. 

* Anath. 2. 7 Anath. 10 ; oomp. 5. 
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standard of these decisions, the chnstology of Nestorius 
is to be called heterodox. It was the main purpose 
of all the anathematisms of the council to show the 
Nestorian understanding of the &Q>crt9> of the li/ 
irpofrcoirov, and of the OeoroKo^, to be heretical 

And these decisions remained valid. The sixth 
ecumenical council, it is true, in opposition to the 
Greeks, who were drawing back gradually and too 
openly from the formulas of Chalcedon, sanctioned the 
Dyotheletism, asserting, under the strong influence of the 
western church, the diflference between the natures of 
Christ also as regards the evipyeiai and the <l>vaiKa 
0€\rifiaTa\ but it left the Cyrillian interpretation of 
the Chalcedonian creed untouched and even gave to the 
dyotheletic statement a look suited to the Cyrillian 
tradition; for it said that the human will became 
in the same sense the real will of the Logos as the 
human flesh became his flesh, the human soul his soul, 
the human intellect his intellect^, and that the Logos 
had his being also in the human ivepyetv and 0€\€lv\ 
Even if some other parts were added to the apparatus 
of flesh, soul, intellect, energy, will, which was regarded 
as composing the human nature, it would not have 
mattered, since the Cyrillian doctrine had won the 

^ Ck>mp. the creed of the council (approved the 16th of September 
861), Mansi, zi, 631-^0, the main section of which is to be found 
also in Hahn, ^ihliothek der Symhole etc., 3rd edition, pp. 172-174. 

2 Mansi, zi, 637 en. 

« 1. c. XI, 637 B sq. 
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victory, and since there existed now in the Elast a 
theology which was able to master difficult formulas 
by means of scholastic distinctions and arguments. 

Also the Occident, as far as it belonged to the East- 
Boman Empire, Bome included, had had to accept the 
Cyrillian-Chalcedonian orthodoxy of the council of 553; 
and Kome led the young nations of the mediaeval world 
in the same direction. When in the Adoptianism of 
Spain old western tradition, not consistent with the 
Cyrillian-Chalcedonian orthodoxy, emerged once again, 
the Carolingian theologians with the agreement of 
Kome rejected them, and Alcuin in conformity with 
the Cyrillian-Chalcedonian orthodoxy contended: in 
assvmptione camis a deo persona perit hominis, non 
natura\ 

There cannot, therefore, be the least doubt, that 
Nestorius was an exponent of a doctrine which even if 
not through the decree of Chalcedon, at least through 
the decisions of later time, was condemned by the 
church. Hence, measured by the standard of church- 
orthodoxy, Nestorius — in spite of all Professor Bethune- 
Baker's attempts to save him — must be regarded as 
a heretic. 

Nevertheless his doctrine has more historical right 
than the Cyrillian orthodoxy. That is what remains 
for me to show. 

Nestorius was a pupil of the Antiochian school ; all 
1 adv. Fdicem 2, 12, Migne, ser, Uuina 101, 156 a. 
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Antiochian theologians were at first on his side. He 
seems to have endeavoured more earnestly than the 
greatest teachers of his school, Diodore of Tarsus and 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, to make intelligible the oneness 
of the person of Christ. An absolute decision is not 
possible in this case, as the chief dogmatic works of 
Diodore and Theodore are lost. But even if appearance 
speak the truth — I shall return to this question later^ — it 
is nevertheless without doubt, that the fundamental ideas 
and the decisive formulas which we find in Nestorius 
were part of the traditional teaching of his school. 

It was not Diodore or even Theodore who first created 
these formulas; they had already been used by Eustathius 
bishop of Antioch (who was deposed in 330). We are 
able to observe this, although only small Augments of 
his works are preserved*. It is proved not only by 
the idea, that it was not the Logos who was bom, 
who suffered, but the man, whom he joined with 

1 See below p. 126. 

^ The only book of Eustathius which is preserved intact (De 
EngastrimythOf Migne, ser, graeca 18, 61S-676) is of little value 
here. The fragments of other works were first collected by J. A. 
Fabricius {Bihliotheca graeca ed. Harles ix, 1804, pp. 13^149) — 
these fragments (about 35 in number) are the most important ones — ; 
in Migne (18, 676-696) the number of fragments is enlarged to 
about 50 ; and a collection of 86 fragments (of which those, which 
were formerly known, for the most part are not given in full text) Ui to 
be found in S. Eustathiiy epiicopi Antiocheni, in Lazarum, Mariam 
et Martham homilia chrUtologica (which is spurious)... eiZtto eum 
eommentario de fraginentU eustatkiarUi opera et studio Ferdinand! 
Cavallera, Paris, 1905. 
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him^, whom he resuscitated from the dead^ and who then 
became his avvdpovo^^, and also not only by phrases as 
6 avffpanro^, hv i^opffo-ev^, or dvOptDinvop Spyavov^ or 
icaroiKOvaa iv avr^ (viz. t^ dvOpdirtp) Oeorff^^ or 
avOpayn-o^ deo^Spo^'^ or i/ao9 rrj^ deorrfro^;^, but we find 

^ De eng<utrim» 17, p. 652 a: b \6yos..,dperS Tijs 0€&niTos drorraxoO 
wdpcffTip d$p6ias. el Si koI^^.tw iKKptrw adroO pcAp irirpe^ XvBijptu, 
Tfn'^/upcv tikw ainUa viXof dri^ecpe (oomp. 18, p. 658: 0«&nfTos dperi,., 
TibTOTXiy/KH)— ; Cavalier a, 15, p. 72=Migne, p. 685 c: o6dk6\iyos 
ai5roi;...dXX' 6 (kwdpiarot rod Xpurrov ix v€Kp(av iy€ip6ft€Pos ifrj/ovroA — ; 
Migne, p. 681 c (Cav. 30) : dra^^s rh Betop toO Xpurrov wpeOfM — ; 
Migne, p. 693 (Cav. 73): 8i in Christo plenitudo divinitatU in- 
habitat y aUud...inhabitatur ; H vero naturaliter differunt db aZtenUrit, 
neque mortis pa$sionem, neque ciU appetitum...plenitudini divinitatis 
coexistere fas est..., homini vero haec applicanda sunt propiie, qui ex 
anima constat et corpore — ; Migne, p. 691 (Cav. 65) : hominem causa 
salutis hominum Verbo coaptavit (avpipf/ev) — ; Migne, p. 684 a (Cav. 
27) : rb flip yiip aQfM...iffravfH>vro, rb Si Beiop rijs ffo</>las TpevfM Kal 
rod ffibfMTOs etau) Siriraro koI rois oipaplois ivepdreve Kal roffap repieixe 
rifp 7^—; comp. Migne, 681 b (Cav. 29), p. 684 c (Cav. 28), 
Cav. 55, p. 90=Migne, p. 689 s, Cav. 83, p. 99 etc. 

* Cav. 16, p. 72=Migne, p. 685 c: rod \6you re Kal dew rop 
iavroO pobp d^ityirpeir&s dvaar'^ffapros — ; oomp. Cav. 13, p. 71 and 
Migne, 677 b (Cav. 25): Joh. 2, 19; Migne, p. 681c (Cav. 80) 
and the preceding note. 

8 Cav. 14, p. 71 f.= Migne, p. 685 b: ffipdpopos dwodideiKrai ry 
$€iordrffi TPe^fMri did rbp oUovpra Bebp ip oArtp SiffpeKtas. 

* Migne, p. 677c (Cav. 26), p. 677c (Cav. 21). 
B Migne, p. 680c (Cav. 20). 

* Cav. 12, p. 69= Migne, 688b: Oebs ix BeoO ycppriBels b xp^af, 
6 di xP^^^^f irlKTrfrop ctXi?^ dpeH/p, iKKplrip poovpylq, KOfffiriBeU U rrji 
rw Karoucovpros iv air^ BebrriroSf COmp. note 8. 

7 Migne, p. 693 (Cav. 77 and 78): deiferum hominem; homo 
deum ferens. 

^ Migne, p. 677 b (Cav. 25): pobs ydp Kvplws b KoBapbs Kal 
dXf^^^^ "b ffl'^'d rbp dpBpcjTbp icri wepl rbp \byop o-jn/y^, ivBa wpo^MpQs 
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him also, however sharply he distinguished between 
the Logos and the man in Christ, asserting the oneness 
of the irpoawrroVy the fiovaSiKhv irpoa-ayirov, in contrast 
to the oneness of the natures which was taught by the 
Arians^. He, too, spoke of the Logos (or of the pre- 
existent son of God) as the image of God, and of Christ 
as the image of the son of God or the image of the 
archetype of the image of God*; he too — only to 
mention one further line of thought common to him 
and Nestorius — dealt with Melchisedek as a type of 
Christ, in order to refute by mectns of Hebrews vii. 3 
(airdrtop, dfirirtop) the idea, that the Logos was bom*. 
The theological tradition followed by Nestorius can 
thus be traced at least to Eustathius. 

But it dates from a still earlier period. To prove 
this, I will start by pointing to the fact that Nestorius 
himself found in Leo's letter views which agreed with 

ffKTivdxras (}Kfia€¥ 6 $€65—; Migne, p. 684 c (Cav. 28): xdaxei /U» 

5 Pfiiff — ; comp. p. 109 notes 1, 2 and 6. 

^ Gavallera, 7, p. 67: /MvaSiKbp rd Tpb^wrov oifK elTrop /lopaBiidir 
T^v <l>^ip...t dXX* etirop hfa xvpiop 'Itjcovp XpuTT^...4p rf d(a06p^ tQp 
<l>^€iap ypupil^fiepop — ; comp. Cav. 82, p. 98. 

2 Migne, p. 677 cd (Cav. 21): oi) yiip elrep 6 UavXos (Bom. 
8, 29) <rvfifi6p4>ovs rw vlod rod ^eov, dWd avfAfUp^ovs Tijs eU^os rw 
vloO a^ToO ' SKKo fUp ri d€ucpi6fap rbp vlop ct^cu, &\\o di t^jp eUSpa a^oO ' 

6 fUp y^Lp vl6s.,.€U(bp iari tov Tarp^y..., 6 di &pdpwiroSt Spi^peffcp^ eUdip 
iffri TOV vloG — ; comp. p. 698 (Cav. 70) and Cavallera 45' p. 85 : rd 
yovp TTJs ^VXV* 6/xfM dS6\urrop ix^"^^^ ^P^^ '''^ ^* {ul&nfT0s7) Tpw6' 
Tvrop KoX T7JS €Ik6pos fi6p<fHafM Tpo<rfi\^oPT€s do^dj^ofiep t6 rijt eUbpos 
ipX^vTOPf comp. Cay. 82, p. 98, where Baruoh 8, 36-38 is quoted. 

s Cavallera, 3, p. 63. 



Digitized 



by Google 



OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE 111 

liis own. Leo was not the author of these views; 
he, too, followed a tradition which had come down to 
him. A generation before Leo a very striking agree- 
ment with Nestorius is seen in Pelagius, a native of 
Britain^. He says about the Logos, quern ubiqite esse 
Tion dufnum est: descenderat ad formam servi non 
localiter, sed dignanter^, and even the following sentence 
is found in him: omnes simul hominem adorent cu/m 
verbo assumptum^. It is not wholly improbable that 
these formulas of Pelagius were influenced by the 
Antiochian theology, for it is possible that Pelagius 
visited the East before he came to Kome. But even 
if Pelagius be left out of consideration (although his 
utterances may be wholly explained as having their 
origin in western tradition), — even then a near relation- 
ship between the western and the Antiochian tradition 
can easily be proved. As early as in Tertullian's time, 
one spoke in the West of two natures of Christ which 
were not mixed but joined (conjunctae = avvrjfifievai^) 
and TertuUian himself says^ : adeo salva est utriusque 

1 Comp. Hauck's Redl-encyklopUdie xxiv, 1913, p. 312, 30 ff. 

3 On Eph. 4, 9, Migne, ier. lat. 30, 1846, p. 832 a, comp. 
Zimmer, Pelagius in Irland^ p. 365. 

^ On Phil. 2, 10, Migne, p. 846 a, Zimmer, l.o. p. 378. Comp. 
other striking quotations in my Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmen- 
geschiehU, 4th edition, p. 287 f . 

* Comp. TertuUian adv. Praxeam 27 : Videmus dwplieem statumt 
non confutumt sed cor^unctum, in una persona, deum et hominem 
Jesum, 

* adv, Praxeam 1. c. 
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proprietcLS substanime, ut et spirUus (ie. the Logos^) 
res suas egerit in iUo, id est virtvtes, et caro passiones 
suasfuncta sit, deniqtte et mortua. The phrases '' homo 
ChrisH" "dssitmpttis homo" or "susceptus homo" are very 
often found in the west even as late as in Augustine^. 
The idea of the coexistence of the forma servi and the 
forma dei, which we found in Nestorius, belonged here 
to the tradition^, and in Novatian (about 250) we find 
the idea, returning even in the 8th century in the 
Adoptianism of Spain, that by the son of God by 
nature the son of man also, whom he joined to himself 
and who was not son of God by nature, was made 
a son of God*, and as late as in the 4th century 
Ambrosius says about the words on the cross: "My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me ? " clamavit 
homo divinitatis separatione moriturus^ 

1 Comp. about EustathiuB above p. 109 notes 1 and 3 and about 
other western theologians Loof s , Das Glaubensbekmntnis der Homau- 
$ianer v. Sardica (Ahhandlungm der Berliner Akademie^ 1909, p. 35). 

3 Comp. Harnaok, BogmengeicUchte, 4th edition, n, 358 ff.; 
Loofs, Dogmengeschichte^ 4th edition, p. 284 ff. Augustine often 
used the term dominUms homo (comp. O. Scheel, Die Anschautmg 
Auguitmt von Christi Penon und Werk, 1901, p. 228) and only as 
late as Retrcict 19, 8 (Migne, ser, lat, 32, 616) blamed this expression. 

^ Comp. J. B. Lightfoot*8 Commentary, 127-135; H. Beuter, 
AugusHnische Studien, 1887, p. 198 flf.; O. Scheel, 1. c. p. 189 ff.; 
Leo, ep. od Flavianum, ch. 3. 

* Novatian de trin. 24 (al. 19), Migne, ser. lat. 3, 933 c: 
legitimus dei filiusy qui ex ipso deo esty...dum ianctum istud (comp. 
Luke 1, 35) assumit, sihi JUium hominis annectit et...filium tUum dei 
fcusit, quod iUe naturaliter rumfuit, 

» in Luc, 10, 127, Migne, «€r. lat. 15, 1836 a. 
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There was, it is true, a difference between western 
and Antiochian thinking, for, while all Antiochians, 
Nestorius included, even when starting with the Logos 
endeavoured to make intelligible the oneness of the 
person of Christ, that is, to use Melanchthon's^ words, 
to explain the modus incamationis, the Westerners did 
not trouble themselves with this difficulty. The oneness 
of the person of the Jesus of history — "persona " being 
here more than the irpoatoTrov of the Antiochians and 
nearer to what we understand by "per8<m^* — was with 
the western theologians an indisputable fact, which was 
presupposed in all their christological explanations. 
About this one person they asserted, that it was the 
jUivs dei incamatus and also that two distinct substances 
or natures were clearly to be seen in it^. The specu- 
lative question as to how this was to be conceived did 
not occupy the western church; the doctrine of two 
natures meant here nothing more than that only after- 
wards one discerned in this one person the two natures ; 
and the presupposition of the oneness of the person of 
him who was God and man together was here regarded 
without any efforts of thought as so certain, that 
because of this oneness of the person the phrases deus 
natus est and crtLcifixibs est were used in early times^. 

1 LoH of 1621, Corpus Ref. 21, 85. 

2 Comp. above p. Ill, note 4. 

3 Tertullian, de came ChrUti 5; Damasos, epigramma 91, ed. 
M. Ihm, p. 94; Reuter, AugustinUche StudieUy p. 205 ff. 

L.N. 8 
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The western theologians were, however, aware of the 
bet, that such phrases were only inaccurate and in- 
complete statements, for only by virtue of the addition 
*' ex humana subetantia " did these phrases suit the 
undivided Christ, while as regards the Logos they were 
nothing more than forms of speech ^ 

Nevertheless, in spite of this difference there can, 
in my opinion, be no doubt, that there must have been 
a kinship between the western and the Antiochian 
tradition. Adolf Harnack, it is true, does not admit 
this. He saj^ that the Antiochians were going the 
same way as Paul of Samosata^, and he even thinks 
that the explanations of Theodore of Mopsuestia about 
the relation of the Logos and the man in Christ, and about 
Christ's natures, will, feebngs and so on were, here and 
there, literally identical with those of Paul of Samosata*. 
The christology of Paul of Samosata, as to itself, is con- 
sidered by him to be an advanced form of the christology 
of Hermas and the so-called Monarchians of Rome*. 
Between Tertullian's doctrine of two natures in Christ, 
however, and the doctrine of the Monarchians he sees 
no connection; he looks upon Tertullian's doctrine, in 
so far as it goes £Eu*ther than Irenaeus on whose works 
Tertullian was dependent, as formulated by Tertullian 

1 Tertullian adv. Praxeam 29 and Beater 1. o. — Even Leo, ep, 
ad Flavianum 5, says: JUius dei crucifixus dicitur, cum ha£e rum in 
divinitate ipsa..., sed in naturae humanae iit infirmitate perpetsus. 

> Dogmengeschichte u^ 324 ; n^, 339. 

» 1. c. I^ 699 ; I*, 732. * i\ 694 ; i*, 727. 
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himself and influenced by Gnostic ideas^ Besides in 
Harnack it is not clear whether these relations are to 
be regarded aa based on mere resemblance or on real 
kinship, for he remarks even as regards the connection 
between Eustathius and the later Antiochians, that in 
consequence of the many crossings it would be very 
difficult to prove a direct dependence and influence. 
He thinks it must suffice to group together what is 
homogeneous^. I cannot share this sceptical attitude — 
in the course of my research into the history of dogma 
I have become increasingly more convinced of the 
influence of tradition — , and the very kinships assumed 
here by my honoured teacher and friend do not seem 
to me to be the right ones^ In my opinion the 
supposition that there was a kinship in tradition 
between the Antiochian and the western christology 
seems to be unavoidable because of the close resem- 
blance of the views and the formulas. But what sort 

1 i\ 474 ; I*, 606. « n*, 341 note 1. 

> I do not deny that there was a kmship in tradition between 
Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, and the later Antiochians. 
The famous passages of Paul in the Doctrinu patrum {ed, Diekamp, 
p. 308 IV — 304 vm), about the genuineness of which I am more 
doubtful than Harnack {DogmengeschichU i^, 724 note 1), especially 
the most interesting of them (1. o. p. 304 vm : rd Kparod/ieifa rf \6y<p 
r^t <pi6<r€(as k,t.\.), could have been written by Theodore of Mopsuestia 
or by Nestorius. But Paul of Samosata was not the creator of the 
formulas he used ; he stood in the same line of tradition as Eustathius, 
Theodore and Nestorius, although he modified these traditions— 
perhaps, however (comp. Harnack i^, 724 note 2), not in such a 
degree, as his opponents try to make us believe. 

8—2 
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of kinship was it? To answer this question I must 
enlarge upon two other points, %,e. the doctrine of 
Marcellus of Ancyra and the so-called Symbolum 
Sardicense. 

Marcellus of Ancyra, whose huge work is preserved 
only in fragments^, does not seem to have occupied 
himself with the christological question as such, as far 
as we can judge. It was the Arian io^ro^-doctrine 
that he opposed ; the Arian doctrine as to the Jesus 
of history was not made an object of discussion by him. 
Hence it may be explained, that in some places he says : 
the Logos took on flesh, and in others: God joined a 
man to his Logos. This latter phrase, it is true, is less 
often used than the other, but nevertheless it does occur^. 
And it is not this phrase alone which shows resemblance 
to Nestorius* doctrine ; it is also said by Marcellus, that 
the man joined to the Logos became son of God by adop- 
tion (Oiaei)^, and we even find in him the idea, that this 

1 Collected after Bettberg (MarceUiana^ Gottingen, 1794) by 
E. Elostermann {Emebius Werke iv, Qegen MarceU.^ etc., Leipzig, 
1906), pp. 186-216. Comp. F. Loofs, Die Trinimtslehre MareeUi v. 
Ancyra (Sitzungsherichte der Berliner Ahademie, 1902, pp. 764-781). 

^ Elostermann, 74, p. 200, 6 f. : oitK els t6p dvdpuvw tv dvel- 
Xi70€i> dTo/SX^Tow tovt6 (John 10, 30) </>ifirip, dXX' eli rdr ix roO warpht 
vpo€\$6yTa Xiryop — ; 1, p. 185, 10: drc rbr dyamfOiyra inr a^ov 
Mfnawov TV iavTov ffvpr}\ff€P Xiyifi—; comp. 107, p. 208, 16; 108, 
p. 208, 22; 117, p. 210, 29. 

3 Elostermann, 41, p. 192, 1 £f. : koX did rovro oirx, vlhv deoO 
iavrbp dpofjidj^ei, diKKd...vl6v d^vOpdyirov.,.^ tva 5id r^ roiOL^mrfi bfJboXoyias 
d4<r€i rhv AvOpiarov did t^v Tpds adroy Koivtawiap vlov $€ov y€yi<r$<u 
vapoffKcvda-o. 
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man joined to the Logo8\ after having been exalted, 
became avvdpovo^ rw ffe^K Still more of kinship in 
tradition is to be seen between Marcellus and Nestorius 
when in Marcellus Christ appears as the beginner of 
a new humanity. It was for this purpose, that the 
Logos took on the man, viz. that he might assist the 
man who has been deprived by the devil of his position 
of glory, in gaining victory over the latter^ He, the 
man joined to the Logos, is the TrpfororoKo^ t^9 xaivi}^ 
KTLa€€o^ and the Trpayroro/co^ ix v€Kp&v\ the irpSno^ 
Kaivd^ avOpfOTTo^, ek ov r^ irdvra dvaK€<f>a\ama-aa'0(U 
i^ovkridfi ^€09^ he is the image of the Logos and 
thus of the invisible God^ and, having become Kvpi,o^ 
and ^€09 ^ he received thereby the firstfruits of the 

^ Elostermann, 42, p. 192, 8 and 109, p. 208, 25: 6 r^ X&yt^ 
hadcls SMeponrot. > Klostermann, 110, p. 208, 30. 

> 1. 0. 108, p. 208, 21 ff. : &a iwh roO dtap6\ov dran^^rra wp&refiw 
rhv Mpanrw airrhv aS^tt vtir^cu rbv SidfioXw xapiiffKevdffff' 8ih rodro 
dp€l\rf^€i^ rdr (ivBpwwop, &a dKo\o6$m rovroy dxapxw "f^ i^wriat 
rapoLKcLfieuf wapacKcvdrff, 

* 1. c. 2, p. 185, 24 : o6 i»Jbvw t^j iratv^s icrlaeias xpurdroKov a^rbp 
6 drSffToKos ctiKU ^<rlv, dXXd Kcd xpurfnoKOW ix veKpCw, 

« 1. C. 6, p. 186, 18f. 

* 1. 0. 94, p. 205, 12 £f. : tUiifv icrw roC dopirov BeoO' pvp hiXoy&rif 
drnipUa rifp xar* clK&pa toO deoO yevofUimv dp€l\rf<l>€ <rdpKa...€t ydp did 
T^f €Ik6pos TotJn/f rbp rod BeoO \6iyop ii^uhdrifup ypupcut TiirretJctr 6^«l' 
\o/UP oAri} T<p \6y(p dtd t^ €Ik6pos X^oi'Tf iyw koI 6 xar^p (p ifffiep. 
oiir€ ydp rbp \6yop oUre rbp raripa rod \6yov x*^P^f ''^ eUbpoi reuJriTf 
ypupcU Tipa Svparbp, 

^ 1. 0. Ill, p. 209, 1 f. : rbp dpOpwrop rbp rpbrepop Sid rfjp Tapaxoiip 
Tijs paffiXelas imrtirrutKbTa K^piop koX Bebp yeviaBai Pov\6/jl€pos b Bebs 
raOniP rijp oUopofdaP dpydfforo. 
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podtdon of power which is given back to man^ Finally 
it is deserving of notice, that Marcellus, when applying 
the terms vi6^, tevpio^ and Xpicro^ only to the Christ 
of histoiy, is, as regards the two latter terms, in perfect 
harmony with Nestorius, and that further, as regards the 
first, Nestorius, too, applied the term after the incarna- 
tion only to the undivided historical person of Christ*. 
I have, therefore, no doubt that there existed a kinship 
in tradition between Marcellus and Nestorius®. I do 
not mean that Nestorius had necessarily read Marcellus' 
work. It is probable — if a conjecture as to the text 
is right — that he once named^ him, opposing his idea, 
that the Logos, when going at the end of all things to 
be reabsorbed into the Father, would put oflf his flesh ; 
but he could have learned this idea through hearsay. 
Marcellus and Nestorius could have a kinship in 

1 Bee p. 117, note S, oomp. above p. 89 at note 8. 

* 8^ above p. 86. 

^ In consideration of the fact that a common kinship of two 
persons to a third one proves them to be akin to one another, I notice 
that we find in Marcellus and Eustathius the same understanding 
of the 6fwoi6(rMs as excluding persons (inroffrdffcif) in the Trinity, the 
same use of wveOfUL as applied to the Logos, the same quotation of 
Baruch, 3, 36-88 (oomp. above p. 110, note 2, and BfaroeUus, fragm. 
70, p. 202, 20 ff.) and the same striking explanation of Prov. 8, 22 
(oomp. Eustathius, fragm. Ca vail era, 88, p. 77: dpxh ydp rot twv 
KoKKlaruif r^f dticcuo^i^s dW)r yeyivifnu ii/uif 6 Ai^Opiawos roO X/emotov, 
roit KptlTToai r(av hrvni$€Vfi4.Tta¥ Tpoffdywv iffiai k,t.\, and Marcell, 
fragm. 9-15, Klostermann , p. 186 f.). 

* Nestoriana, p. 298, 28, where MarceUus is substituted for 
Maniehaeus, 
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tradition even if Nestorius did not know Marcellus* 
work. Besides it is perhaps remarkable, that Nestorius 
who so zealously anathematises all heretics never put 
Marcellus on such a black list. 

Likewise it seems to me without doubt, that there 
is a kinship in tradition between Nestorius and the 
so-called Symbolvm 8ardiceme\ In the beginning of 
this creed Ursacius and Valens, " the Arians," as they 
are called, are blamed because they pretended to be 
Christians, and nevertheless dared to say, that the 
"Logos or Spirit" was wounded, slain, died and rose 
again^ Correspondingly the creed declares at the 
end, that not the Spirit in Christ (i.e. the Logos) 
suffered, oXX' 6 avdpmiro^, hv iveSvaaro, hv dvika/Sev 
ix Mapia^ rrj^ TrapOivoVf rov avdpayjrov t6v iraOelv 
hwdfievov^ and it asserts as to the resurrection that 
not 6 $€0^ iv T^ dvOpdiirtp dW' o apOpoyiro^ iv tc5 
06^ dpeoTf)^. This conformity of views between the 
Sardicense and Nestorius is really not surprising, for 
the Sardicense is of western origin and we have already 
seen that since TertuUian's time the western tradition 
included a doctrine of the two natures of Christ, which 
resembled that of Nestorius^ 

1 I quote the revised text I gave in Das OUmbeMbekentUnis der 
Hamouiianer von Sardica (Abhandltmgm der Berliner Akademie^ 1909) 
pp. 7-11. 

3 8, p. 7, 7-10. » 11, p. 10, 53-55. * ifc. p. 10, 55 f. 

Oomp. the references to western theologians I gave in the notes 
of Daa Qlaubemhekenntnis etc. (p. 11 £f.). 
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Moreover, as regards the relation between Nestorius 
and the Sardicense another point, too, is to be discussed. 
I must go a roundabout way to show this. First, 
attention must be drawn to the fact that the Sardicense 
had a particular kinship with Marcellus^. like Mar- 
cellus, the Sardicense declares that the term irpforoTOKo^y 
if used of Christ, is applied to him as to the new 
creature, i,e. as to the beginner of the new humanity*. 
Like Marcellus, it understands the eternity of the Logos, 
not as Origen did as an eternal existence beside God 
the Father, but as the eternal existence in him up 
to the time when he issued from God*. Like Marcellus, 
the Sardicense contends that God and his Logos have 
one vTToarcuTi.^^ Like Mfiuxsellus, it identifies the \6yo^ 
aaapKo^ and the Spirit of God^ ; and like Marcellus, it 
assumes, that from the historical Christ the Spirit of 
God proceeded and went over to the disciples^. Like 

^ This, too, is proved in the notes mentioned in the preceding 
note. 

s Comp. above p. 117, note 4, and Sardicenie^ 7, p. 9 : 6/io\oyov/Aaf 
/lOFoyeyfj xal TptoTdroKW dXXd fAotfoytrij rhv \6ycVf ds Tdrrorc ^ Kal 
i<mv 4p t4> Tarpl • rd rptar&roKos Si ry di^dpibxip SuKpipei (i,e, refers to 
the man) tcod ry Kourg icrleti, 6ti Koi vpur&roKos ix v€Kp(av, 

^ Comp. the preceding note. 

* SardiceMe^ 4, p. 7: V*'* ^^ Ta&rrip vap€iKi/i<f>a/jL€P...Tlaruf koI 
hiMXcTfUuf' fda» e&ai inr6(rraffiv,.,.Tod xarpbs xal rod vloO koI toO &yiov 

TWeVfMTOS* 

» Sardiceruet 11, p. 10: /coi toOto (viz. rb rveu/ia) Turrei^ofiev 
X€fi(t>Biv KoX Tovro od TirowBeVf dXX* 6 At^Bpuwos, 6v ivti^fcaro, 

* This cannot be proved by a single quotation; but evidence is 
given in my papers Die TrinitdUlehre MarceUt (p. 771 fif.) and Do* 
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Marcellus, therefore, the Sardicense teaches an economio- 
trinitarian monotheism, i.e, the Trinity does not appear 
here as eternal, but as produced in the course of the 
economy, i.e. of God's dispensation. God was according 
to Marcellus originally an absolute fiovd^, then the Logos 
issued from him as his SpaarcKr) ivifyyeui without 
being separated from him htfvaiievy and then from the 
incarnate Logos the Spirit proceeded, the Spirit of God, 
who was in him and went over to the Christian com- 
munity. These views were without doubt shared by 
the Sardicense, although they are not all definitely ex- 
pressed. It did not even blame another idea of Marcellus 
which is closely connected with these views, viz. that 
just as the divine fiovof; has been extended, the Spirit 
and the Logos will finally be reabsorbed in GJod in 
order that God may be all in all ; for this idea, in spite 
of all opposition to it on the part of Marcellus' enemies, 
is passed over in silence by the Sardicense, and, as I 
have shown elsewhere^ this silence was not merely 
the result of church-policy, i.e, it cannot be explained 
by the fact, that Marcellus, in contradiction to the 
majority of the eastern bishops but in harmony with 
the western, held to the Nicene creed. The real reason 
was, that the idea of Marcellus here in question corre- 
sponded to a tradition found in Tertullian and Novatian 

Qlaubensbekenntim etc. (p. 81 fF.). Also regarding the statements 
which follow above I must refer to these papers. 
^ In the papers mentioned note 6, p. 120. 

8—6 
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and found in the western church as late as the middle 
of the 4th century^. 

Now it is theoretically possible that Marcellus was 
influenced by the western tradition existing long before 
his time, although it is very improbable that western 
tradition could have made such an impression on an 
eastern theologian. Actually, however, this is quite 

1 Comp. mj paper D(u Olaubenshekenntnis eto., p. 31-34. Only 
foT2r quotations may be given here : Tertollian, adv. Praxeam, oh. 4 ed. 
Kroymann, p. 232, 16 £F.: cum autem tubjecta enmt UU omrUa absque 
eOf qui ei ml^ecit omniaf tunc et ipse sulijicietur illi^ qui ei subjedt 
(mmiai ut Ht deus omnia in omnibus (1 Eor. 15, 28). videmtis igitur 
non obesse monarchiae [JUium'] , etsi hodie apudJUium est, quia et in suo 
statu est apud filium et cum suo statu restituePwr patri a JUio, — 
Novatian, de trin. 3, Migne, «er. lat. 3, 952 a: su^ectis enimeiqu>asi 
JUio omnibus rebus a patre eto. (1 Eor. 15, 28), totam divinitatis 
auctoritatem rursus patri remittit; unus deus ostenditur verus et 
aetemus pater, a quo solo haec vis divinitatis emissa et jam in filium 
tradita et directa rursum per substantiae communionem ad patrem 
revolvitur. — Viotorinus Afer (foirc. 363), adv, Arianos, 1, 39, Migne, 
ser, lat, 8, p. 1070 b: evacuatis enim omnibus, requiesdt activa 
potentia (i.e. the Logos) et erit in ipso deo secundum quod est esse 
et secundum quod est quiescere, et in aliis autem spirituaXiter secundum 
suam et potentiam et substantiam, et hoc est ^*ut sit deus omnia in 
omnibus,*^ non enim omnia in unoquoque, sed deo existente in omnibus ^ 
et ideo omnia erit deus, quod omnia erunt deo plena. — Zeno of Verona 
(about 370), after having quoted 1 Eor. 15, 24 ff. on the one side and 
Luke 1, 32 (regni (jus non erit finis) and Sap. 3, 4 £F. {regndbit dominus 
eorum in perpetuum) on the other : quid hoc est ? si in perpetuum 
regnat, Paulas erravit; si traditurus est regnum, isti mentiun^ur. 
absit I nuUus hie error, diversitas nuUa est. Pavlus enim de hominis 
assumpti temporali locutus est regno..., hi autem ad princi- 
pdUm vim retuierunt, in cujus perpetuitate commanens in astemum^ 
a pa/tre filius regnum nee accepit aliquando, nee posuit; semper enim 
cum ipso regnavit. 
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impossible ; for it is admitted by all that the origin of the 
ideas of Marcellus can be sufficiently explained by an 
earlier eastern theological tradition. This latter is seen 
in Irenaeus, a native of Asia Minor, about 185, although 
it is in him influenced by the quite different views of 
the apologists^. Before Irenaeus it is to be found in 
the utterances of the presbyters of Asia Minor which 
are quoted in several places by Irenaeus^. Even in 
the beginning of the second century, about 110, we 
meet ideas resembling the fundamental thoughts of 
Marcellus in Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, who, as is shown 
in the course of his last journey through Asia Minor and 
by his relation to the Gospel of John, must have had 
intercourse with Asia Minor before becoming bishop, 
like Marcellus, Ignatius assumes that the Logos of 
Ood is not begotten*; like Marcellus and differing 
from the apologists, he applies the term Son of Ood 
only to the historical and exalted Christ* ; like Marcellus 
he nevertheless speaks about an issuing of the Logos 
from God^; like Marcellus, he says that God, when the 
Logos issued from him, broke his silence®, t.6. opened 

1 Comp. my DogmengeschichUt 4th edition, § 21, 2d, p. 148 f . 

M. c. § 16, 6. p. 103. 

' ad Ephes. 7, 2: ets larpbs icriy, <rapKLic6s re Kcd rptvfMTiKdSf 
ycifvriTos (as <rapKiK6s) koX dyipytfros (as irvcvfiariKdt) k»t,\, 

^ Comp. the preceding note and ad Smym. 1, 1 : vlbv OeoO /card 
diXiffM K<d 86vafju9 6eov yeyevvrifiuhw ..Ak vapOhov, 

^ ad Magn, 7, 2 : 'Iriirow Xparr^yt rbv d0' hbs irarpbs xpoeKdbvra. 

> Maroellos, fragm. 103, Elostermann, p. 207, 25: xpd ydp 
rijs Sfffuovpylas drdaiis ijavx^ rty*'5»'» ^ eUdSf 6vtos iv t( 0ef rw 
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the economy, i.e. his dispensation which was intended 
for the world's salvation; like Marcellus, he speaks 
about the oUovopUa et9 rov xaivov avdponrov, i.e. about 
the dispensation of Qod which gave in Christ a new 
beginning to the humanity^ ; like Marcellus, he probably 
identified the \6yo^ and the Spirit of Qod as regards 
the time before the Spirit went over fix)m the historical 
Christ to his disciples^. For him as for Marcellus the 
historical Christ is at once God revealed in flesh and 
the new and perfect man*. Finally, it is not impro- 
bable that Ignatius, too, supposed that the Logos and 
the Spirit would at last be reabsorbed in God*. 

Hence dependence of Marcellus on the western 
tradition is excluded from possibility. There is also 
another argument against it, viz. that even in TertulUan 
the western tradition shows itself influenced by the 

X670V — ; Ignatias, ad Smym, 8, 2: *lrf<roO Xpurrov rod vlov a^Wy 
Us iffTUf a&roO \6yos iir6 ffiyrjf irpO€\6(&p, 

^ As regards MaroeUus oomp. above p. 117, notes 4 and 5, and 
Elostermann, Index s.v. oUovofda; Ignatius, odEphes, 20, 1: oIko- 
vofda ds rbv KOivbv So'dponrov *lri<rodv XpurrSp and ad Smym, 4, 2: 
'Ii^oO Xpi<rTo0...Tov reSelov dt^Bpibwov y€ifOfUvov. 

3 In Ignatius, ad PhUad, inscriptio, the irp€v/ui ayiow is rb ayiop 
Xpurrov xyevfM, while, according to ad Smym, 3, 3, Christ was on 
earth vvcvimtucws iivtaiUvos n} Tarpl ; and ad Bom. 7, 2, Ignatius 
apparently had in mind John 7, 38 f . 

3 Comp. above note 1 and ad Ephea, 19, 3: 0€<n) drdpiorlym 
<f»ay€povfi4pov els Kaiv&rrrra alSlov fc^^. 

* It seems to me not improbable, that in Ignatius ad Magnes. 
7, 2 is to be read : ixl tva *hiffovv Xpi<rr6y, rbv d^' Ms xarpbs wpo€\06rra 
(comp. p. 123, note 5) kcU tls iva 6vra (oomp. John 1, 18) iced els l^va, 
Xdifrfifrovra (instead of x«/Mjtf'a»'7'«)» 
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views of the apologists^ who, to take only one 
example, applied the term "Son of God" to the pre- 
existent Logos and did not comprehend that the 
historical Christ was even as the Son of God the 
beginner of a new humanity*. 

The western tradition, therefore, must be traced 
back to the very pre-apologetic views which gave 
birth to the tradition followed by Marcellus. And 
this connection is at least recognisable for us in one 
place ; for we find that Tertullian was strongly influenced 
by Irenaeus and Melito, both natives of Asda Minor, and 
by the Montanistic movement which arose in the same 
country. 

This is the line of tradition in which Nestorius, too, 
has his place. That has been proved by what I have 
said about his relation to Eustathius, Marcellus, and 
the Sardicense. 

The old tradition shows in him, it is true, in many 
respects an altered face. Origen had strengthened the 
influence of the apologists ; Nestorius, too, shows many 
signs of this influence. But the old tradition seems to have 

1 The influence of the apologists on Tertullian needs not to be 
proved; about the older traditions, which are clearly seen in him, 
oomp. W. Macholz, Spurm binitarUcher DenkweUe im Ahendlande, 
dissert, theol. HaUnsis, 1902, pp. 35-57. 

' There are in Tertullian remains of the pre-apologetic under- 
standing of the term ''Son of €k)d,*' e.g. adv. Praxeam, 26, ed. 
Krojmann, p. 277, 26: dieens (viz. the angel in Luke 1, 85) autem 
** Spiritus del** portianem toHus (viz. substanHae divinae) inteUigi 
voUUt, qtuie cessura erat in filii nomen. 



Digitized 



by Google 



126 NESTORIUS' PLACE IN THE HISTORY 

had more influenoe on him than on the famous earlier 
teachers of his school. The tendency of his christology 
to start from the historical Christ and to apply not 
only the terms Xpurro^ and icvpia^ but also the term 
Son of Qod only to the historical Lord^ probably did 
not come only from his own endeavour to lay stress on 
the oneness of the historical person of Christ, but must 
have had a connection with the old tradition which had 
come down to him. 

If all this is right Nestorius is justified in his 
thinking in a higher degree than if he had been 
shown to be orthodox in the sense of the later orthodoxy; 
for then he is nearer to the oldest theological tradition 
and nearer to the N.T. than this later orthodoxy itselfi 

Only two remarks are to be made in this respect. 
We are accustomed to the orthodox trinitarian and 
christological formulas as they appear when detached 
from the whole to which they originally belonged. 
Hence we do not see that in these formulas a mythology, 
actually conti'adicting the monotheistic belief, had 
gained the victory. 

This is, however, shown just by the contrast between 
Nestorius and the Cyrillian orthodoxy. The council of 
553 sanctioned, as we saw^ the statement of the Scythian 
monks rov iaravpfOfiivov aapKl»..€tvai hfa T179 a/^ia^ 

^ Comp. Nestorianat Index, 8.y. X/u<rr6f, Kibpiot, \Af» and above, 
p. 86. 

9 Above p. 105 at note 7. 
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Tp$ABo^. What weight this sanction had is illustrated 
by the remark of the same council, that the Holy 
Trinity did not receive any addition when "one of 
the Trinity '' became man^ This remark is purposely 
directed against Nestonus, who himself deals with the 
reproach, that his doctrine led to the result, that the 
man in Christ was added to the Trinity as the fourth 
person^ He did not give a satisfiustory answer to this 
reproach*. Nor did Marcellus master the diflSculty. 
For him the problem did not lie in the fact, that on 
account of the flesh, he had to regard the historical and 
exalted Christ as another beside God, in spite of his 
dynamic unity with Qod, for this is undoubtedly the 
view held by the N.T. also ; but he confesses, that he 
did not know, what would become of the manhood 
(flesh) of Christ, when the Logos should finally be 
reabsorbed in the unity of Qod, so that God might be 
all in all*. There was no di£Sculty here for the old 
tradition; for when finally all Christians are made 
perfect and wholly filled with the Spirit of God, then 
naturally the beginner of the new humanity would no 
longer have a peculiar position to himself, although 

, 1 AnftUi. 5 : trOre ykp rpoaOijiaiv wpociiwov 1j {nroardaewt iweSi^ro 
il i,yia Tpids koI eapKUfdirros rw hot rift iylas rpidSoti $€w \6yov, 

3 Liber Herod. B. 8d=:N. 19; B. 34sN. 20; B. 8S=N. 28. 

> B. 360=N. 281 (oomp. note 4) : Leproidpon de Vhwnanit^ n^eit 
pat odieux h la trinitS; what is said B. 88 f.=N. 20 suffices just 
as Utile. 

* Klostermann, 121, p. 211. 
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God with his Logos would not cease to dwell in him ; 
for God will be all in alP. 

But I shall not discuss this longer nor enter into 
the question as to whether the old tradition followed by 
Nestorius can be accepted by us, and if so, how^. The 
main thing for me is to contrast this tradition with the 
trinitarian doctrine of the council of 663. Here the 
Holy Trinity has become something through the in- 
carnation which it was not before*. As regards the 
time before, it is to some extent a conceivable idea, 
that the three virocracei^y although they are regarded 
as in such a way independent of e€u^h other that one 
alone can become man, nevertheless together make the 
one God; for all three inro<rTaa'€i^ are of the same 
spiritual substance. But after the incarnation, the 
Trinity is the triad of the merely spiritual Father, of 
the crucified (%.e. the Logos united with human flesh, 
soul and intellect), and of the Spirit*. This under-* 
standing of the Trinity is represented by the terrible 

1 Comp. the closing sentences of Irenaeus adv, haer. (5. 36, 2) : 
Etenim unu$ JUitUt qui voltmtatem patrit perfeeit, et wmm genut 
humanum, in guo perficiuntur mysteria dei, quern (read quae) con- 
cupiscunt angeli videre et rum praevaUnt investigare iapientiam dei^ 
per quamplasma ejus conformatum et concorporatumJUioperficitur; 
utprogeniee ejueprimogenitm { = irpiarbTOKot ; hence not * *j>rtmo^mta"), 
Verlum^ descendat infacturamf hoc est in plasma, et capiatur ah eo, et 
fa^twra iterum capiat Verbum et ascendat ad eum, supergrediens angelos, 
etfiet secundum im/iginem et simUitudinem dei, 

3 Comp. the closing remarks in my Oberlin-lectures ** JVhat is the 
truth about Jesus Christ f' (New York, 1918) pp. 237-241. 

» Cp. ibid. p. 174. * Cp. ibid. p. 175 note. 
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mediaeval pictures of the Trinity which show an old 
man holding up the Crucifix by the arms of the cross 
with a dove hovering above. That is certainly not 
the one God of the Christian belief! Nestorius, like 
Augustine, was convinced that the opera l/rinitatis sunt 
indivisaK And only if we go back to the old economic- 
trinitarian tradition, will the trinitarian doctrine be 
compatible with monotheism. 

The same is to be said about the doctrine of the 
incarnation. Cyril thought he had treated the idea of in- 
carnation in a serious manner. He, too, however, did not 
assume that the Logos was confined by the body of Jesus 
during his earthly life ; the Logos remained, according to 
him, pervading the world, and this by his Godhead alone^. 
As regards the time after the ascension, the same must 
be assumed. Then also in Cyril something hetero- 
geneous is added to the Trinity by the manhood of 
Christ and, what is still more noticeable, the idea of 
incarnation appears as not sharply distinguished 
from that of vnspiraMon. Mythological and popular 
thought may imagine an incarnation perfectly distin- 
guished fix)m inspiration, but the theology of the 
ancient church did not dare to do so. Luther was 
the first, who endeavoured to think out such a doctrine 

1 Nestoriana, p. 225, 13 £f. ; Liher Herael. B. 826s:N. 208. 

> ep. 17 (synodioa) Migne, ser, gra^ea, 77, p. 112 o: hiodtU ydp 
6 rod Oeov X^ot aapKl Ka$' Wbirrwnp^ Bebt iih iffri tQp S\up, decrdi^ei 9i 
Tov Torr6f . 
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of incarnation, and he did this by means of his idea of 
Christ's bodily ubiquity, which began with the first 
moment of his conception and remained even during the 
time when Christ's corpse lay in the grave. However, 
by following this line of thought, we arrive at mere 
absurdities^ And if thus the endeavour to think out 
the idea, that the Logos assumed the manhood in his 
virocrrao'i^, leads us to absurdities, then we must go 
further back than the first beginnings of this doctrine, 
which are made by nothing other than the introduction 
of popular mythological views into the Christian 
theology. Only by returning to the lines of the 
Antiochian theology, along which in Germany e.g. 
I. A. Dorner and M. Eaehler went and R. Seeberg 
and others now are going^ can we arrive at an under- 
standing of the Johannine "o X0709 adp^ iyhero,*' 
which is in harmony with the N.T. and avoids theological 
and rational impossibilities. 

^ Comp. Hauok's Beal-Encyklopddie x, 258» 41-260, 21. 

s Comp. the leotores mentioned above (p. 128, note 2) pp. 228-35. 
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